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LONDON, FEBRUARY 19, 1887. 


CURRENT TOPICS: 


Last wEEk we called attention to two private Bills which had 
been introduced into the House of Lords, with a view to the forma- 
tion of company trustees—viz., the National Safe it Bill 
and the Securities Insurance and Deposit Corporation Bill. We 
are informed that both these Bills have now been withdrawn. 





ADJOURNED sumMoNsES appear to form a very large proportion of 
the business of the Chancery judges if one regards their daily cause 
lists this week. Mr. Justice Kay has had little else in his paper 
during four days, and he announces a like paper for four days next 
week. Mr. Justice Norra and Mr. Justice Srrmtme have also 
been occupied during four days with similar work, and the latter 
judge announces bis intention of continuing adjourned summonses 
on three days next week. 





Durixe THE HEARING of an appeal in Court of Appeal No. 2 on 
Thursday last week some difficulty was experienced by reason of 
there not being copies of some material documents for the use of all 
the judges. Lord Justice Corron said that each of the three 
judges ought to have a copy of every material decument, so that 
he might be able to follow the points which were discussed by 
counsel. Sir Horace Davey, who was engaged in the case, said 
that he understood that the taxing master would not allow the 
costs of three copies of a document. Lord Justice Corron said that 
he had mentioned this matter before. He thought it was a waste 
of public time for the taxing masters to prevent suitors from 
rupplying those copies which are necessary to enable a case to be 
disposed of in reasonable time. 





In ove issu of the 15th of January we called attention to the 
change which the Council of the Incorporated Law Society proposed 
to make in the division of the subjects for the final examination. The 
new regulation, which will come into operation in January, 1888, 
provides for the subjects being divided into four heads, instead of 
six,as at present. According to the old system, only common law, 
cquity, and conveyancing were essential, and a idate need not 
take up the other three subjects. Under the new regulation no 
one subject is more essential than another. There will be a fixed 
ninimum which a candidate must obtain in order to entitle him 
to pass, but it will not matter in which of the subjects the candidate 
gets the necessary marks. Some idea, however, may be gathered 
as to the value to be attached to each paper from the fact that 
fifteen questions will be set in conveyancing and fifteen in equity. 
The third paper will contain fifteen questions also, eleven in 
ecmmon law, and four in benkruptcy. the fourth paper, six 
questions will be devoted to probate, divorce, and » six 
to criminal law and proceedings before and three to 
ecclesiastical law. This arrangement will give a ayy chance of 
passing to candidates who possess a special knowledge of any one 
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the expiration of half a year; consequently, for the purposes of 
section 44, the first half-year’s rent was to be deemed to have 
become due in May, 1886, and there was no dispute that the 
Jandlord was entitled to distrain for the first two half-years’ rent. 
The question was whether he could distrain for the last half-year’s 
rent, ly due on the 11th of November, 1886 ; it being contended 
for the tenant that the effect of the proviso above quoted is that, in all 
cases of rent deferred according to the ordinary course of deal- 
ing, the rent is to be deemed, for the purpose of a distress, to 
become due at the expiration of the deferred period, and not at the 
date at which it legally becomes due. The learned county court 
judge refused to construe the proviso in this way, and we think he 
was right in his decision, though we do not find very clearly 
indicated in his judgment the true reason for his construction. 
It appears to us that the contention of the tenant overlooked the 
important words of the proviso: “for the purpose of this section 
the rent shall be deemed to have become due,” &. What is the 
purpose of the section? Simply to disable the landlord, save in 
the cases specified, from distraining for rent legally due more than 
a year before the distress. For the purpose, therefore, of rent 
legally due more than a year before the distress, but for no other 
urpose, the right to distrain is to be regulated by the time of 
ferred payment. There are no words in the section providing 
that the landlord shall in no case recover by distress more than a 
year’s rent. The proviso is introduced by way of exception to the 
previous restriction on the landlord’s legal right of distress; and it 
appears-to us that it would be contrary to all rules of construction 
to extract from it a further cutting down of the landlord’s rights. 


Tue case of The Great Western Railway Co. vy. MacCarthy, 
decided on Monday in the House of Lords, raised once again 
the constantly-recurring question as to the reasonableness of a 
condition limiting the responsibility of a railway company in 
respect of animals or gouds delivered to them for carriage. The 
principles upon which the House of Lords decided the case had 
already been well settled, the only question being as to their 
application. The condition in question appears to have freed the 
company from all responsibility in respect of cattle delivered to 
them for carriage, except when the damage or loss was caused 
by the wilful misconduct of the company’s servants It is 

uite clear, since Manchester, Sheffield, and Lincolnshire Railway 

o. VY. Brown (8 App. Cas. 733), that such a condition, or 
even a much more stringent one, is reasonable, if a reason- 
able alternative is given. If the company are willing and offer 
to carry for a reasonable remuneration, upon the ordinary legal 
isbility, whatever it may be, whether that of a common carrier 
or of a bailee for reward, then they may carry on any terms they 
like to impose for a lower rate. In the case in question the House 
of Lords were of opinion that an alternative had been given 
within this principle, inasmuch as it appeared that the company 
did hold themselves out as willing to carry, on their ordinary legal 
liability, at a rate less than the maximum rate authorized by their 
Acts, but ten per cent. greater than the reduced or owners’ risk 
rate. It was contended that this rate, though authorized by the 
statute, must be considered an unreasonable alternative, on the 
ground that the two rates must be reasonable inter se, or, in other 
words, that the alternatives offered would cease to be reasonable 
whenever the reduced rate was so small as to- induce all senders to 
accept it. Their lordships held that a rate authorized by statute 
must be presumed to be reasonable, and, therefore, the case fell 
within the general principle before-mentioned. It was suggested 

certain matters contained in the company’s notices with 
to the carriage of cattle amounted to a qualification of their 

i liability as carriers in cases where the higher rate was 
paid, and so the condition was made unreasonable, but, on the 
construction of the language of the notice, it was held that this 
was not eo. The case does not seem to establish any novel 

The main point of practical importance seems to be 
"that the court will assume any rate within the statutory maximum 
to be reasonable. 








_ We commenren last week on the refusal of the Court of Appeal, 
in Lyell y. Kennedy, to admit old Scotch registers in evidence, 


ordinary course of dealing, the payment of rent was deferred until | drawing attention to the reason for the decision—viz., that there — 


did not appear to be any legal duty imposed on any persons to 
keep such registers. We assumed that the decision of the court 
that the registers were inadmissible because it was not proved that 
such legal duty existed, must have proceeded upon evidence of 
experts in Scotch law that there was nothing to shew any such 
duty ; but we have since learned that the expert who was called 
at the trial before Mr. Justice SrerHen admitted that he was not 

uainted with this branch of Scotch law, and simply referred the 
tole to a book on evidence, without expressing any opinion 
whether the law as therein stated was correct. The decision of 
the Court of Appeal refusing to admit Scotch registers in evidence 
must, therefore, be taken to mean only that in the absence of 
evidence that they were kept in fulfilment of a legal duty they are 
not admissible. it is possible that some expert, more familiar with 
this branch of Scotch law, may hereafter testify that there is such 


a legal duty. 





THERE Is A story afloat that in a recent legal examination the 
candidates were asked, amongst other things, to give the meaning 
of reditus nigri, and to explain the origin of the rights of pro- 
perty. The first of these questions seems to have lain beyond the 
range of reading of most of them; but some ingenious young 
gentlemen conjectured that it indicated an ancient fugitive slave 
law, or that it corresponded with the operation known in the pre- 
sent day as levying black mail. The second of these questions was 
doubtless within the range of reading of most of the candidates, but 
out of their power to answer concisely. One of them, however, 
seems to have been equal to the occasion, stating that “‘ the 
Creator devised the world to the use of man.” 








THE APPELLATE JURISDICTION BILL, 1887. 


THERE appears to be some misapprehension as to the exact scope 
and effect of the Bill recently presented to the House of Lords by 
the Lord Chancellor for the purpose of amending the Appellate 
Jurisdiction Act, 1876. The necessity for an amending Act be- 
came obvious in November last, when it was found that, as the 
result of section 8 of the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 1876, Lord 
Herschell and Lord Bramwell could not take part in the hearing 
of appeals to the House of Lords during the prorogation of Parlia- 
ment. This section provides that ‘‘the House of Lords may sit 
and act for the purpose of hearing and determining appeals, and 
also for the purpose of Lords of Appeal in Ordinary taking their 
seats and the oaths, during any prorogation of Parliament.” The 
latter part of the section, as if to leave no doubt about the matter, 
provides that “‘no business other than the hearing and determina- 
tion of appeals and the matters connected therewith, and Lords of 
Appeal in Ordinary taking their seats and the oaths as aforesaid, 
shall be transasted by such House during such prorogation.”” Lord 
Herschell and Lord Bramwell, therefore, not being Lords of Appeal 
in Ordinary, and not having taken the oaths since the last dissolu- 
tion, could not take the oaths during the prorogation. The amend- 
ing Bill remedies the defect by providing (clause 1) that, notwith- 
standing anything contained in section 8 of the Act of 1876, every 
Lord of Appeal shall be empowered to take his seat and the oaths 
at any sitting of the House of Lords during prorogation. 

It is suggested that this amendmept does not go far enough, 
because nv provision is made for the case of a new Lord of Appeal 
in Ordinary taking his seat during a dissolution, or of a Lord of 
Appeal who happened not to have taken his seat in the previous 
Parliament. Section 9, however, of the Act of 1876, which pro- 
vides for the hearing of appeals during a dissolution, differs very 
materially from section 8, which provides for the hearing of 
appeals during a prorogation. The side-notes of the two sections 
are similar, but a careful comparison of the two clauses shews a 
very important difference between them. During a prorogation, 
under section 8, it is the House of Lords which sits for the purpose 
of hearing appeals and for the purpose of Lords of Appeal in 
Ordinary taking their seats and the oaths. During a dissolution, 
under section 9, the House of Lords does not sit at all, but her 
Majesty may authorize the Lords of Appeal, in the name of the 
House of Lords, to hear and determine a Section 9 merely 





provides for the sitting of the Lords of Appeal during a dissolu- 
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tion, and at such sitting no taking of oaths does or can take 

Section 3 of the amending Bill provides that the Judicial Com- 
mittee of the Privy Council shall include such members of her 
Majesty’s Privy Council as are for the time being holding, or have 
held, any of the offices described in the Appellate Jurisdiction Act, 
1876, as ‘‘ high judicial offices.” This provision is supplemented 
by a new clause, moved by the Lord Chancellor on report, pro- 


viding that the expression ‘‘high judicial office” shall be deemed, | 


(we presume for all the p of section 6 of the Ap 
Jurisdiction Act, 1876), to include the office of a Lord of Appeal 
in Ordinary and the office of a member of the Judicial Committee 
of the Privy Council. , 

With regard to clause 4 of the Bill, which deals with the posi- 
tion of the two retired Indian or colonial judges, it is to be noted 
that these retired judges will, under the amending Bill, for the 
first time become members of the Judicial Committee. The 30th 
section of the Act of 1833—the Act for the better administration 
of Justice in His Majesty’s Privy Council—provided that two 
members of the Privy Council who have been ju in India or 
the colonies, and who, being appointed for that purpose, attended 
the sittings of the Judicial Committee of the Privy Council, should 
receive the sum of £400 a year during the time they so attended. 
Clause 4 ef the amending Bill specifically provides that any person 
who attends the sittings of the Judicial Committee of the Privy 
Council in virtue of the 30th section of the Act of 1833 “‘ shall 
be deemed to be included as a member of the said Committee for 
all purposes.” The clause further provides that, if there 
is only one such person, as is the case at present, he shall 
be entitled to receive £800 a year for every year during 
which he so attends; but if at any time there be two such 
persons they shall be entitled to receive £400 a year apiece. It is 
not easy to understand the object of this arrangement. The sum 
of £400 a year was originally intended as an indemnity for the 
expenses which might be incurred by the retired Indian or Colonial 
judges during their attendance at the sittings of the Judicial 
Committee. The arrangement appears only to be defensible om the 
ground that, when there is only one such judge a member of the 
Judicial Committee his ‘‘expenses” are double what they would 
become if he had a colleague to sit with him. This seems absurd. 

The new Bill, so far as we have discussed it, professes to do 
little more than cure defects in previous legislation. Clause 2, 
however, goes much further than this. The Act of 1876 provided 
that a Lord of Appeal in Ordinary should be entitled to a writ 
of summons to attend, and to sit and vote in the House 
of Lords, during the time that he continued in his office 
as a Lord of Appeal in er and no longer. Clause 
2 of the Lord Chancellor's Bill will entitle a Lord 
of Appeal in Ordinary to sit and vote for his life. 
Although this section, in so far as it contemplates the creation of 
life peerages, is an innovation of considerable importance, the great 
constitutional question, which was involved in the case of Lord 
Wensleydale, will not be raised. In 1856 the ministry advised 
Her Majesty to issue letters patent to Sir James Parke, creating 
him Baron Wensleydale for life. In the debate which followed 
Lord Lyndhurst’s proposal to refer this exceptional patent to the 
Committee of Privileges, it was common ground that the Crown 
had in former times introduced life-peers to sit inthe House of 
Lords, but that no such case had occurred for upwards of 400 years. 
The constitutional question at issue, therefore, was, had the 
ancient prerogative of the Crown been lost by desuetude; or could 
it be exercised if the Queen thought fit to revive it? The life 
peerages contemplated by the Lord Chancellor’s Bill will, of 
course, owe their creation, not to the prerogative of the Crown, 
but tothe act of the three estates of the realm. They will, in 
fact, be created with the consent of the House of Lords itself. 








The report of the directors of the Provident Life Office, after stating 
that the proposals for new assur ted to £494,930, and that ofthese 
843 were and policies issued for £385,580, and that the total 
funds of the office on the 3lst of December were £2,485,955, an increase 
of £30,164, adds that: ‘In view of the great depreciation in the value of 
freehold and leasehold estates in all parts of the United Kingdom 





the 
directors have felt it their duty to make a careful re-valuation of all = , 


securities of this description by the office; and have come to 
conclusion that the sum of £60,000 should be for the oP cage 

suspense account to meet any possible loss that may in the realization 
of assets of this nature.” 





(I1.) COVENANTS: IN GENERAL (continupi). 

Ix our last article we treated of nts made fo 

of securing an interest in the CM tak ete We 
now proceed to the next class of covenants :— 
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taken between positive and negative covenants is of the utmost 
importance, for we shall see while in neither case does the 
burden run with the land at law, yet negative covenants are 


COVENANTS RUNNING WITH THE LAND. 


E 


enforceable in equity. 

(a.) The burden.— subject was very Pas discussed in the 
Oh D. 750), 8 Tsasudaelion “of Che eda, te coe 
Ch. D. 750), and, after a full the cases, court 


was so strongly of opinion that the burden of such a covenant 
could never run with the land at law that 
ela a Sead 
or the judgmen case ; u 

Hee Sho jotgment A Oe oe UR bare ae 
ground that the covenant did not sufficiently concern the land to 


which it was sought to be attached. yt a, aside cases 
relating to covenants of the first kind .» those relating 
to an’ interest in the land, it was found that there were only 
two cases which could be considered authorities that the burden 


would run with the land. These were Oooke v. Chilcott (1876, 3 
Ch. D. 694), decided by Malins, V.C., and Western v. Macdermott 
(1865, 1 . 499), decided by Romilly, M.R. In the first 

. conveyed land to F., 
covenanted with H. to erect a and supply watet'to houses 
on the land so retained by him. various mesne 
land became vested in C. and F.’s vested 
with notice of the covenant. Then OC. brought 
Ch. for breach of it. In his judgment the Vice-Chancellor ex- 
Rent inion that the covenant ran with the land, but, as 

. took with notice, he was able to decide the 
able ground alone. Here it is to be noticed that the covenant was 
positive, and the judgment could not be 
equity. Western v. Macdermott, where the covenant was negative 
or restrictive, is a better case. Here there were adjoining houses, 
Nos. 9 and 10, in Brock-street, Bath. The two sites were origin- 
ally conveyed by G. to W., who covenantéd as to the height of 
buildings to be erected. Then W. conveyed No. 10 to R. in 
and No. 9 to F. in fee. To these conveyances G. was a party, and 
both R. and F. covenanted with G. and W, as of 
buildings to be erected in the gardens. G. had upon the first con- 
veyance secured a rent-charge on the . Uiti- 
mately No. 9 became vested in M., No. 10 in Wes., and the rent- 
charge issuing out of No. 9 in T. Im accordance with 
original plan the street had been 
manded. a fine view to the south. In 1 
a circular projection at the of No. 
to be in violation of the covenant, and T., the o 
charge, and so, practically, the representative of the 
covenantee, assented. W., the owner of No. 10, then 
action against him. Romilly, M.R. 
the covenant was one thet ran with the land, 
of it descended to the successive owners 
tebe iy vet yar oe Be, The case 
wih age . 72), but here, 80 far & 
concerned, decision was . Lord Chelmsford, 
found himself relieved from considering 
there was no doubt that the plaintiff could have an rs 
equity, the defendant having purchased his house wi 
the covenant. 

In these cases the iff had a good right in 
uestion at law was shelved. It was necessary to hs 
there was no claim iu equity in order that the question 
right might be raised and authoritatively discussed. 
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complicated by the fact that the Corporation of Oldham took 

over the road under statutory powers, but, so far as the present 
question is concerned, this may be treated as an assignment of the 
road to C, A. had assigned his remaining land to B. The point 
to be determined, therefore, was whether the burden of the cove- 
nant ran so as to bind C., and the benefit so as to belong to B. 
Judgments were delivered by Cotton, Lindley, and Fry, L JJ. 
The benefit was dealt with very fully by Cotton, L.J. With that 
we are not now concerned, Lindley, L.J., took up the question 
of the burden, and Fry, L.J., agreed with him. As we have said, 
the cases were carefully examined, and the former judge, after 
discussing Cooke v. Chilcott and Western v. Macdermott, con- 
cluded as follows :— 

“* Tam not aware of any other case which either shews, or appears 
to shew, that a burden such as this can be annexed to land by a mere 
covenant such as we have got here; and in the absence of authority 
it 8 to me that we shall be perfectly warranted in saying that 
the burden of this covenant does not run with the land. After all, it 
is @ mere personal covenant. If the parties had intended to charge 
this land for ever, into whosesoever hands it came, with the burden 
Of repairing the road, there are ways and means known to convey- 
ancers by which it could be done with comparative ease; all that 
would have been necessary would have been to create a rent-charge 
ond charge it on the tolls, and the thing would have been done. 
They have not done anything of the sort, and, therefore, it seems to 
me to shew that they did not intend to have a covenant which should 
- vun with the land. That disposes of the part of the case which is, 

perhaps, the most difficult.” 

So, too, Fry, L.J. 

“‘ Upon the point whether the burden of the covenant ran with 
the land of the covenantors, I am clearly of opinion that it did not 
so run; and I share the doubt which has been expressed by my 
learned brothers whether in any case, except that of landlord and 
tenant, the burden of covenants of thie description does ever run 
with the land.” 

This being so, we may safely assume that a burden of this kind 
mever runs with the land at law, and it only remains to consider 
how the question is treated in equity. 

The most important of the early cases is Keppell v. Bailey 
(1834, 2 My. & K. 517) before Lord Brougham, C. There certain 

wners and owners of ironworks, and, among others, the 
lessees of the B. Ironworks, formed a joint-stock company to 
construct a railway connecting a lime quarry with the several 
ironworks; and in the partnership deed the lessees of the B. 
Works covenanted for themselves and their assigns, with the other 
shareholders, to procure all the limestone used in the ironworks 
from the quarry. The lessees assigned to C., who took with notice. 
C. violated the covenant, and the other shareholders brought an 
action against him. He, on his side, objected to the covenant as 
tending to a perpetuity, and as being in restraint of trade. The 
former point we shall consider later; the latter was over- 
ruled, as the restraint was only partial. But the chief questions 
were whether the covenant ran with the land at law, or, failing 
that, whether it could be upheld on the ground of notice. We 
need not go into the first of these again, but the judgment is 
useful as containing a commentary on all the cases from the Prior’s 
case downwards. It was also seen that, if a covenant like this 
was allowed to run with the land, then it would be possible to 
burden honses with the most inconvenient obligations ; a purchaser 
might covenant that only a particular trade should be carried on 
in the house, and this would bind it in the hands of his assigns for 
ever. It is true the covenant in Zatem v. Chaplin (1793, 2 
H. Bl. 133) that a lessee should reside in the house was held to 
bind his assigns, though not named, but this was the case of a lease, 
and depended on the privity of estate between the lessee and the 
reversioner. 

It is more important, however, to consider the manner in which 
Lord Brougham approached the question of notice. In consider- 
ing the matter at law, he had been struck, as we have just 
remarked, by the unusual nature of the service required and the 
* inconvenience that would follow if “incidents of a novel kind 
could be devised and attached to property at the fancy or caprice 
of any owner.” As bearing on the general question, the following 
q from the judgment is important :— 

sed Great detriment would arise, and much confusion of rights, if 
parties wore allowed to invent new modes of holding and enjoying 


real property, and to impress upon their lands and tenements q— 
peculiar character, which should follow them into all hands, how. 


ever remote.” 


The same idea was uppermost in the Chancellor's mind when he ~ 
came to the question of notice. Could an assignee be bound by ~ 
any kind of covenant, no matter how strange tothe law? This © 
question he answered decidedly in the negative. But, though the © 
same result would be arrived at now, it would be in a different — 
manner, and the doctrine of notice has been more clearly worked — 


out. 

The first good case on the subject appears to be Whatman v. 
Gibson (1838, 9 Sim. 196), but this is not the leading case, and 
we shall have to refer to it again for another purpose. The 
doctrine was certainly not settled in 1844. The question then 
arose in the case of Bristow v. Wood (1 Collyer, 480). B. sold one 
plot of land to J., retaining the adjacent one, and B. and J. entered 
into mutual covenants as to the value of buildings to be erected, 
and as to the use of the land. B. then agreed to sell the plot he 
had retained to W., who, at the time of the agreement, had no 
notice of the covenant. Afterwards he discovered it, and refused 
to complete. Knight-Bruce, V.C., considered that the question as 
to whether the covenant would bind W. was of too doubtful a 
nature for him to be compelled to accept the title. 

The first leading case is Tulk v. Moxhay (1848, 2 Ph. 774) before 
Lord Cottenham, C. A., who was the owner of the vacant piece 
of ground in Leicester-square, conveyed it to B., who covenanted 
for himself and his assigns to preserve it in an open state as a 
pleasure ground. A. was also the owner of some houses in the 
square. B. subsequently conveyed to C., whose deed had no 
covenant, but who had notice of the original one. Upon C. pro- 
ceeding to violate it, A., who had retained his houses, prayed for 
an injunction against him. The judgment was decisive as to the 
equitable right being quite distinct from the question of whether 
the covenant ran with the land at law. 

“* Tt is said that the covenant being one which does not run with 
the land, this court cannot enforce it; but the question is, not 
whether the covenant runs with the land, but whether a party shall 
be permitted to use the land in a manner inconsistent with the con- 
tract entered into by his vendor, and with notice of which he pur- 
chased.” 

This was followed in Wilson v. Hart (1866, 1 Ch. 463), where 
a yearly tenant under a person claiming through the original 
covenantor was held to be bound on the ground that he had notice. 
The case is interesting too for the doubt displayed by the judges, 
Sir G. J. Turner and Sir J. L. Knight-Bruce, L.JJ.,-as to whether 
the covenant ran with the land at law. The former denied it, 
because assigns were not mentioned ; the latter expressly withheld 
his opinion and relied solely on the equity. 

The second leading case, and the one which has for the present 
completed the doctrine, is Haywood v. Brunswick Permanent 
Benefit Building Society (1881, 8 Q. B. D. 403). C. J. coaveyed 
land to E. J. in fee, reserving a rent of £11, and E. J. covenanted 
to pay the rent and to erect and repair buildings. By various 
mesne assignments the land ultimately became vested in the build- 
ing society as mortgagees, and they took possession. The question 
arose whether they were liable on the covenant to repair. Ulti- 
mately the matter came before the Court of Appeal, consisting of 
Brett, Cotton, and Lindley, L.JJ. A good deal was suid as to the 
covenant not running with the land at law, but that does not con- 
cern us. Of the utmost importance, however, is the distinction 
drawn as to the rule in Tu/k v. Moxhay, and it was laid down that 
this only applied to restrictive covenants. Both in that case and in 
Wilson v. Hart the covenants which were sought to be enforced 
were of such a nature. Formerly, indeed, this was unavoidable, 
because the court had no mandatory injunction at its disposal, but 
the same holds good now because the principle will not be stretched. 
As was said by Cotton, L.J. :—‘‘ The covenant to repair can only be 
enforced by making the owner put his hand into his pocket, and fae 
is nothing which would justify us in going that length.” 

This distinction was acted on in Austerberry v. Uorporation of 
Oldham (supra), and it was because there was no equitable right 
on the covenant there, that the court went, as we have seen, 80 
fully into the legal question. These two cases, with Tulk v. Mow- 
hay, have now practically settled the question in a clear and con- 
sistent manner. 





Feb. 19, 1887. _ 
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REVIEWS. 
PRACTICE STATUTES AND RULES. 


A CompieTe CoLLecTion or Practice StaTuTEs, ORDERS, AND 
RULES ; BEING 4 SELECTION OF sUCH PRacTicaL Parts OF ALL 
STATUTES, ORDERS, AND RULES AS ARE NOW IN FORCE AND 
RELATE TO THE PRACTICE AND PROCEDURE OF THE SUPREME 
CouRT, FROM 1275 to 1886. Sxconp Eprrion. By ALFRED 
EMDEN, Esq., Barrister-at-Law, assisted by HERBERT THOMPSON, 
Esq , Barrister-at-Law. Stevens & Haynes. 

A new edition within less than two years of this bulky book 
appears to indicate a somewhat unusual success, and, indeed, a work 
supplying the place of a small library of practice statutes, orders, and 

es ought be welcome to practitioners. The legislation and orders 

up to last autumn coming within the of the book have been added, 
so faras we have observed, with care and accuracy. The Crown Office 
Rules, 1886, are too voluminous and too special in their ee to 
be inserted bodily, but such of them as affect the e Rules 
are given. The valuable collection of cases under distinctive head- 
ings has been largely increased ; according to the preface nearly 
2,000 cases have been added. The value of the book to the practitioner 
may be best illustrated by taking the mode of treatment of such an Act 
as the Infants’ Settlement Act (18 & 19 Vict. c. 43), which kes recently 
come into prominence, At pp. 324 and 325 the reader will find the 
Act set out, with notes containing references to other statutes and to 
rules of court bearing on the subject, to authorities on the 
cedure, and to the cases which have been decided on the » 
arranged under short but sufficiently distinctive headings. The 
result is that the practitioner who has to advise upon or carry out 
proceedings under the Act has before him, in two pages, a —— 
of or references to all the law and authoritieson the subject. e 
present edition, on the points with regard to which we have tested 
it, displays the same care and industry which we remarked in the 
former edition. We would suggest that the double references at the 
tops of the margins to statutes should be abolished and a reference 
in heavy type to the Act on the page only should be given. 


ADMIRALTY AND MARITIME LAW. 


PRITCHARD’s DigEsT OF ADMIRALTY AND Maritime Law. THIRD 
Epirion. By James C. Hannen, Barrister-at-Law, and W. Tarn 
PRITCHARD. IncLUDING CASES ON AVERAGE, CARRIAGE oF Goons, 
AND MaRInE Insurance, By J. P. AsprnaLt and Gorpon SMITH, 
Barristers-at-Law, and W. BENNING PriroHarD, Solicitor. WiTH 
Notes oF CasEs ON FRENCH AND OTHER ForEIGN Law. By 
ALGERNON JoNnEs, French Advocate, and other Foreign Jurists. 
Two Vous. Butterworths. 


The above title shews the large addition which has been made in 
this edition to the scope of Mr. Pritchard’s work. The book now 
covers the whole subject of maritime law, and embraces not merely 
English courts and their decisions, but also foreign courts and their 
maritime jurisprudence ; the decisions of these courts being usually 
conveniently given at the end of each heading. British courts in 
foreign countries and colonial courts, colonial legislation on maritime 
law, and colonial courts and their procedure are also now included 
in the work. And, with regard to subjects coming more near to the 
original oP of the book, the legislation perme, Ae unseaworthy 
ships and the investigation of shipping casualties involved large 
additions to the original matter. e headings we have examined 
we have found no case omitted for which we have looked; and we 
have found evidence, in the references and remarks in the foot- notes 
to the pages, of anxious care to place before the reader a state- 
ment of or reference to everything bearing on the subject treated 
of in the text. American decisions illustrating ts di in 
the di cases are given in these notes, wi 
the remark once made to us by a learned counsel, now on the bench, 
that, if he was in want of an argument in a case relating to 
maritime law, he had recourse to the American » and 
generally found what he wanted there. The work is a monument 
of skilfully-directed labour and research, and should be invaluable 
to all who are concerned in questions of maritime law. 





THE BANKRUPTCY ACT, 1883, 


THe BANKRUPTCY AcT, 1883, anD RuLEs, 1886, &c., AND A Com- 
MENTARY THEREON. By His Honour Judge CHALMERS and EK. 
Hover, I tor in Bankruptcy, Board of Trade. Szconp 
Epition, aterlow & Sons (Limited). 


The present edition of this book is a very im ent on the 
first edition. Not only have the chief deci on the new Act been 
collected with care, and their effect stated with and terseness, 
but cases decided on the former Acts have been The dates of 
the cases are given, and if references to all the reports were also given 


reminds us of | bY 


4 


Se toe conned thecanay cuss eae of the draftsman, but 
e has esca © many way ’ as 
he has, in almost the t 


with sufficient care, and that the i 
these are small matters considering the substantial merits of 





SUMMARY JURISDICTION ACTS. 
Toe SumMARY JURISDICTION .AcTs, 1848—1884. By W. 
i SrxtH EpIirion. 
Henry Bopx1, Barrister-at-Law, and Cecrz Gzorce Doveas, 
Chief Clerk, Guildhall Justice Room, London. Shaw & Sons. 


Mr. Glen’s well-known collection of statutes and rules has been re- 


| 


arran by the editors. The three may Prove g the work is now 
divided—viz., (1) Acts, Rules, and vely with 
the ure in ion to con ; (2) 


i offences; and (3) an 
appendix con’ miscellaneous statutes relating to justices and 
their clerks—appear to be convenient. The recent cases have been 
added, and notes are now to the Act of 1884, in one of 
which we find an opinion of law officers on the meaning of seo- 
tion 7. The rules of 1886, however, appear without comment. 








CORRESPONDENCE. 
TAXATION OF COSTS IN THE CHANCERY DIVISION. 
[To the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.] 
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the performed by the chancery taxing masters; but from the 
answer to that question, I am able to extract another proof of the 
need of the additional master ; and it is in the admission that “ there 
is no difficulty in obtaining appointments for the taxation for any 
bill within a month of the application.”’ 

As are eight masters and appointments can be given in a 
month, it follows that there is at all times eight months’ work for 
another master to perform. If we deduct the legal holidays, we shall 
find that the legal year is a little over nine months in duration ; and, 
therefore, there is, beyond all shadow of doubt, work enough 
for another master; and, if this is so, the non-appointment of 
one must of necessity cause delay to suitors and their solicitors. 
I want e to understand that I mean unavoidable delay, 
not delay for which the masters are responsible. I mean delay 
which could, and, I submit, ought, to be prevented by the appoint- 


-ment I'am advocating. The following facts and figures will, I hope, 


convince everyone that the appointment, if made, would be a boon 
to suitors and a source of increased profit to the revenue : 
The total fees earned by the seven Chancery Taxing- 


Masters, from 1870-1 to 1877-8, was “ a . £242,656 
Ditto by eight masters, from 1878-9, when Mr. David- 

son was appointed, to 1884-5, was. ; . . £246,156 
The average fees earned by the seven masters for the 

period aforesaid was per annum. ° : £30,332 
Ditto by each of the seven per annum was .. . £4,333 
Ditto by the eight masters, from 1878-9 to 1884-5, 

per annum, was. f : < ° . 3 £35,156 
Ditto by each of the eight, per annum was . . + £4,395 
The numbers of orders of reference for taxation to the 

eight masters for the last-mentioned period was . $6,560 
Average to each of the eight per annum ‘ ; ‘ 5,222 
The number of certificates and allocaturs made for the 

like period was . : i . $2,313 


The average number per ei ht masters per annum was. 4,616 
The average number made by, or attributed to each of, 


the eight masters perannum . ‘ - : é 577 
The number of cases in which no certificates- or 

allocaturs was made for the same seven years was . 4,247 
Average perannum . 606 


The last two averages are, to my mind, most important; they 
represent the work which the additional master would have to per- 
form. I have shewn the average number of certificates made in each 
year by each master to be 577, and there is, on an average, 606 cases, 
as shewn above, in which no certificates have been made. They 
re ta full year’s work. 

’ taxing masters make a great profit for the country, and 
suitors must have the benefit of it, as it comes from their fees. 

The fees earned by the chancery taxing masters from 1870-1 to 
1884 5 amounted to £488,812, made up thus: 

By the seven masters to 1877-8 . , ‘ ‘ . £242,656 

By the eight masters from that year . P . . £246,156 

The average amount of fees earned per year by the 

seven masters for the period above referred to was . £30,332 


And by each of the seven . , , : m £4,333 
The average amount of fees earned per year by the 

ight masters from 1878-9 to 1884-5 was . : . £35,165 
And by each of the eight £4,395 


The ee Bd taxing master is £1,500 a year; and the salaries 
of his two clerks can never exceed £1,000 a year. The total expense 
of all the masters and all their clerks does not exceed £21,000 a year, 
as may be seen in Whitaker’s Almanack. The average of the eight 
masters’ yearly chrnings is £35,165, as shewn above, shewing an 
annual profit of over £14,000! 

If the information which I have given above, and which I have 
taken very carefully from the judicial statistics, and by which I hope 
they will be tested, does not prove the necessity for, and the propriety 
of, the appointment of an additional taxing master, it is difficult to 
see what possibly could be considered sufficient evidence for the 


purpose. JAMES RAWLINSON. 
pper Holloway, N., Feb. 14, 





A NEW SCALE OF COSTS, 
Oi | Zo the Editor of the Solicitors’ Journal.| 
—The enclosed is a clipping from yesterday’s Daily Telegraph. 

Is it a hoax or 6 genuine advertisement? If the latter, I onal 
regret that the advertiser bas withheld his name, as otherwise it 
might have been duly marked in the Law Lists of his professional 
brethren. F. H. 

Feb. 15. 

[The following is the advertisement referred to :— 
*Law.—Agreements, Wills, 10s.; Bills of Sale, Deeds of Gitt, 


£2; leases, transfers, settlements, £3 ; Chancery claims, £2 ; divorces | heen 


obtained; wills proved; writs issued; actions defended; money 
recovered. Charges moderate.—Address, Soniciror, Box 4,190, 
Postal Department, Daily Telegraph, Fleet-street, E.C.’’] 











CASES OF THE WEEK. 


Re CLOUGH, THE BRADFORD COMMERCIAL JOINT STOCK 
BANKING OO. +. CURE—C. A. No. 2, 16th February. 


R. 8. ©., 1883, LVIIL, 15—Aprrat—Szcurrry ror Cosrs—Oosrs or 
APPEAL ALREADY INCURRED. 


This was an original motion that an appellant might be ordered to give 
security for the costs of an appeal. The appeal was from an interlocu 
order. The notice of appeal was served on the 8th of February, and the notice 
of motion for security was served on the 10th of February. Both the appeal 
and the motion were on the paper for to-day, the motion standing first. 
There was evidence of the insolvency of the appellant, and also that he 
had repeatedly changed his solicitors, and that otgcml ang te who was a 
man of means and well able to pay the costs, was y instructing the 
appellant's solicitors. This allegation was not contradicted. In opposi- 
tion to the motion it was urged that, as the appeal was actually in the 
paper, all the costs must have been already incurred, and that in such a 
case it was contrary to the practice to order security to be given. And Re 
Indian, Kingston, and Sandhurst Mining Co. (22 Oh. D. 83) and Pooley’s 
Trustee v. Whetham (83 Ch. D. 76, 30 Soxtcrrors’ Jovnwar, 548), were cited 
as authorities to that effect. 

Tue Count or Appgat (Corron, Linpiey, and Lopzs, L.JJ.) held 
that security must be given. Corron, L.J., said that, as a general rule, 
the court would not order security to be given for the costs of an appeal 
when the appeal was in the paper for hearing on the same day as the 
motion for security. It would be unreasonable to order security to be 
given after all the costs had been incurred if the respondent had had 
an opportunity of applying for security before. Butin the present case the 
notice of motion for security had been given as soon as ible ; there had 
been no delay, as there had been in Re Indian, §c., Co. And there was 
this additional circumstance, that the appsllant was not the person who 
was really prosecuting the appeal; it was really being prosecuted by 
another person who was a man of substance. this circumstance 
into consideration and also the fact that there had been no delay in apply- 
ing for security, the order ought to be made. The ordinary rule must not 
be used to do injustice. Linvuey, L.J., concurred. Lorzs, L.J., added 
that the absence of delay distinguished the case from Pooley’s Trustee v. 
Whetham.—Counss1., Manby ; B. Eyre ; Decimus Sturges. Souicrrors, W. 
¢ J. Flower & Nussey ; Jaques § Co. ; Vineent $ Vincent. 


RUST ». THE VICTORIA GRAVING DOCK CO.—C, A. No. 2, 
15th February. 


Damaces—Burtpise Lanp—F 1L0op—Insury To Reverston—DIMInction IN 


SznimeG Vatve. 


In this case there was a question as tothe right of the plaintiff, a land- 
owner, who had let land on building , to recover damages from the 
defendants on account of a diminution in the value of his rever- 
sion by reason of the flooding of the land through the default of the 
defendants. Chitty, J., held that the damage done by the flood was not 
of a merely temporary nature, and that damages could properly be given 
in respect of the depreciaticn in the value of the ground-rents. 

Tur Court or Appgan (Corron, Linpuey, Lorzs, L.JJ.) reversed 
the decision, holding that, it being shewn that there was no permanent 
inj. = to the houses — would affect the value of gp apenre when -' 

ell into possession, an ere being no recognized e or business 0 
selling ground-rents, the plaintiff was not entitled to any damages in 
respect of the decrease in the selling value of the reversion.—Counsan, 
Jeune; Ince, Q.0., and Ashton Cross, Soxscrrons, Gedge, Kirby, ¢ Oo. ; 
Watson, Son, § Room. 


BEDDINGTON v. ATLEE—Ohitty, J., 8th and 9th February. 


Easement—Licut—Jomnt Ownersurp—Convexanog wirnour Novice or 
ConTRAct. 


ie Sie aie Th epee ah ie owner of two plots of land, on one of 
which some recently built houses stood and the other of which was vacant, 
contracted to sell the vacant plot to the defendant; but did not in such 
contract reserve any rights as to the passage of light to the windows of the 
adjacent houses, and before actual conveyance to the defendant sold and 
moh ng to the plaintiff the other plot and houses thereon together with 
all lights, &c., belonging thereto, but subject, as to one of the houses, ‘to 
a lease thereof for an unexpired term granted by the owner previous to that 
of the contract to sell the vacant land to the defendant. e lessee was 
tiff. It was contended by the tiff that his convey- 
ance as @ conveyance of an easement of light over the defen 8 
land, inasmuch as, at the date of such conveyance, the grantor was in law 
the common owner of both plots of land, and that a 
derogate from his own grant, and that as he, the plaintiff, had no notice 
of the defendant’s contract, there was no equity. Russell v. Watts (34 
W. R. 277, -. Cas. 590) was referred to. 
that inas 


joined as co- 


Curry, J. much as at the date of the plaintiff's conveyance 
the grantor had ceased to be the equitable owner of the vacant plot by 
having to the defendant, the grant of the ecase- 


common owner.—Counsg., Romer, 
Q.C., D. L. Alexander, and L. Raphael; Sir Arthur Watson, Q.0., and F, 
Thompson, Soricrrors, H. Montagu ; Simpson § Cullingford. 
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Re THE ROYAL LIVER FRIENDLY SOCIETY — Chitty, J., 11th 
; February. 


Frienpiy Socrerres Acr, 1875 (38 & 39 Vict. c. 60;, s. 22 (p.) anv ss. 30 (10) 
—Oounry Covrr Jurisprcrron—CERTIORARI. 


In this case an action was commenced by members of the above 
society in the County Court at Liverpool against. the committee of 


* management, the secretary, the treasurer, and the trustees of the Royal 


Liver Friendly Society for an injunction to restrain the defendants from 
making what were alleged to be unauthorized payments, and for repay- 
ment, Amongst the alleged unauthorized payments sought to be restrained 
were payments of the costs of tlie syndicate of members ap ng on the 
recent inquiry before the Hon. E. Lyulph Stanley. On January 31 the 
defendants obtained a rule nisi for a writ of certiorari to issue to transfer 
the proceedings to the High Court of Justice on the ground that the pay- 
ments had been authorized by the society in gen meeting, and that 
difficult questions of Jaw were likely to arise, and that the amount claimed 
was over £1,800. The plaintiffs shewed cause against the rule, and argued 
that the Friendly eties Act, 1875, gave an exclusive jurisdiction to 
county courts in questions of disputes between a member and the weeny 
and that the rules of the socicty incorporated the sections of the Act. The 
defendants submitted that the sections referred a aggmne section 22, 
sub-section (d ), and section 30, sub-section 10—merely conferred a Venn 
age right on the county court, and did not oust the jurisdiction of the 
i urt. 

HITTY, J., said that section 30, sub-section 10, was merely permissive, 
and so was section 22, sub-section (d.), and that the j ction of the 
High Court was not ousted. It being admitted that if the jurisdiction of 
the High Court was'not ousted the case was a proper one for certiorari, the 
rule would be made absolute.—Oounsex, Romer, Q.C., and Rutherford ; 
Ralph Neville, Soxicrrors, Gregory, Roweliffes, § Co.; Brabner § Court, 
Liverpool. 


CALLOW v. YOUNG—Chitty, J., 11th February. 
Practice—ATTacHMENT on Oommrrrar—R. 8. C., 1883, XLIV., 1, 2. 


In this case the plaintiff moved for leave to issue a writ of attachment 
against the defendant for breach of an undertaking, such und 
being given in the terms of a notice of motion for an tnterim injunction 
restraining him from continuing the acts complained of. The plaintiff 
did not, by his present notice of motion, ask for attachment or committal, 
and the defendant took the preliminary objection that attachment was 
not the right remedy and that the plaintiff could not obtain an order for 
committal on the present notice of motion. In support of the pre- 
liminary objection it was argued that there is a distinction between com- 
mittal and attachment, the latter being the lesser remedy—attachment 
went to the sheriff, who could, in certain cases, accept bail, whereas 
committal was a more summary remedy and the party committed had to 
go to prison at once. 

Curry, J., said that the former distinction between attachment and com- 
mittal was tha’ the writ of attachment issued at the instance of the party 
aggrieved and at his risk, but notice of committal was ce 
the rules under the Judicature Acts this distinction had been abolished, 
and notice was necessary in both cases. There was formerly a further 
distinction between committal and attachment, the former being the 
proper remedy for deing a forbidden act, the latter the proper remedy for 
neglecting to do an act ordered to be done. Though for most preces Be 
distinction had been abolished, there were cases in which it would be 
maintained. The remedy by committal was sometimes more speedy and 
convenient; for instance, where there was danger of the party in con- 
tempt leaving the country. As there was this distinction between the two 
remedies he ehould give leave to amend the notice of motion by asking 
for committal—Counset, Romer, Q.C., and Oswald; Wright Taylor. 
Sourcrrors, Herbert F. Oddy ; P. M. James. 


MONTAGU »v. LAND CORPORATION OF ENGLAND—Ohitty, J., 
12th February. 
R.8.0., 1883, XXI., 6; XXVIL., 11—Morton m Dzravir or Darence— 
Derznce SupsEQuENTLY PUT IN. 


Tn this case, defendants having obtained leave for further time to put in 
statement of defence, suffered the time to expire, and the plaintiffs moved 
under ord. 27, r. 11, for judgment on statement of claim in default of 
defence. The defendants being served with notice of motion delivered 
their defence, but did not appear at the hearing of the motion. 

Currry, J., being ref to Gibbings v. Strong (832 W. R. 757) and Gill 
v. Woodjin (32 W.R. 393), said that, although he could not read the defence, 
he could not treat it as an absolute nullity. He should give jr ent for 
the plaintiffs as asked, but should direct the order not to wh up 
for a week, and that the defendants be served with of the order on or 
before the 14th (Monday), together with notice of tha being at liberty to, 
within a week from such service, move the court to discharge the order.— 
Counssi, Romer, Q.0., and D, L. Alezander. Soxscrron, H. Montagu. 


HOPE +, THE CROYDON AND NORWOOD .TRAMWAYS CO.— 
North, J., 1lth February. 


Company—DenenturE—Acrion ny DEBENTURE-HOLDER TO RBALIZE Sxcv- 
niry—Form or Jupcment ror Darr — ReceiveRsHIP BXTENDED TO 
CHATTELS NOT COMPRISED IN Sxcouniry. 


This was an action 7° debenture-holder, on behalf of himself and 
the other holders of debentures of the same oe By the defendant 
company, to enforce the security for the debentures e ordinary way. 


iy 


ortH, J., inserted in the judgment a declaration that the and 
nam J, euniet Seomene ener aaertT 

as j t creditors of the company Soy the emannt of gaineigel snd 
terest due on the whole of that issue of debentures. And the order extended 
the powers of the panies 49. si: eee watt S 
pany which could be taken in execution under the 

was given to the receiver to put the piggoens ie Senne. Cornetin 
Cookson, Q.O., and J. Bradford ; f ‘ 

Webb § Co. ; Sutton ¢ Ommanney. 


Re GRIMMETT’S TRUSTS--North, J., 12th February. 


Persos or Unsounp Mixp nor so Founp—Apriicarion or Prorzrry ror 
Marnrenance—Jvunisprerion or Cuancery Drvisron. 


In this case the court was asked by petition, by the trustee and exeoutor 
of a will, who had in hie hands 8 sau of seeney sayporuting the f- 
terest under the will of a person of unsound mind (not so by 
inquisition) to appoint a quasi-guardian of the lunatic and to give direc- 
tions for the application of the fund for his maintenance, 
fund in court, and no action had been brought for the administration of 
the testator’s estate. 

Norrs, J., held that under such circumstances the 
diction to deal with the property of the lunatic. The jurisdiction of th 
Chan Division to direct the application of the of a person of 
unsound mind for his maintenance chted only wis 
belonging to him was in court or there was some action or other proceed- 
ing, such as an administration action, which oh bah ag he 


his property. As to this In re Tayler (2 D. F. & J. 125) was directly in 
portny Lo AR cases as In re Tuer’s Will Trusts ~ Ch. , 89, 30 Sourer~ 
Tors’ Jovrnat, 384), In re Brandon's Trusts (13 Ch. D. 773), and Vane ¥. 


Vane (2 Ch. D. 124) were distinghishable.—OCovunset, OA ik ; Emden, 
Soxicrror, H. Tyrrell. 


Re THE COMMERCIAL BANK OF SOUTH AUSTRALIA—North, J., 
llth February. 

Oompany—Winpinc up—Pariorrry—Payment or But or Excuance ix 

Fcvir—Bim mxvtrustep To BANKERS FOR . 

which he had 


This was a claim by the holder of a bill of 
intrusted to the company (whose head office was in A but who had 
a branch office in London) for collection in Australia, to be in full, in the 
winding up of the company, out of the assets of the com in 


in priority to the other begs Pose gy goons i The was 
Australia, and the proceeds were remitted 2 the 
London office of the company, but before the claimant was paid the com- 


had sto > 
Poems a ead thaf the com were acting as the of the 
claimant in coll the bill, and that the ordinary of banker 
and customer did not exist between them. The icant was justified in 
claiming agora heer Cookson, Q.0., Buckley, Q.0.; @. EZ. 
Jenkins. Soxrcrrons, A. D, Smith § Eldridge ; Edwin Andrew. 


O’KELLY +. CALLAGHAN—North, J., 12th February. 
Morreace—-Forectosune—Omission to Procesp sy Summons—Costs— 


R. S. ©., 1883, LY., 5a. (Decumpen, 1885), 


Re WILCOCK—North, J., 10th February. 
Serrizy Lanp Act, 1882, s. 38—Trusrams or Surrcemenr ron ¢11 
Act—APpornTMENT 


Punrosss oF THE 
tion to Arromnt New 


sy Oourr—Vacancr—Junison- 


































































THE SOLICITORS’ JOURNAL. 














vivors and survivor of them, while continuing to be trustees or 
trustee, and, until the appointment of new trustees, the personal repre- 
sentatives or representative for the time being of the last surviving or 
trustee, shall, for p of this Act, become and be the 

trustees or trustee of the settlement.’”’ In the present case the court had, 
under section 38, appointed two trustees of a settlement. One of those 
trustees desired to retire, and a summons was taken out asking the court 
to t another trustee in his place. The chief clerk was of opinion 
that the continuing trustee could appoint a new trustee under the power 
ven by section 31 of the Conveyancing Act, 1881, and that the applica- 

‘was unnecessary. 

Norru, J., would not say that the appointment could not be made under 
the Conveyancing Act, because he might be invalidating the title to land 
which led on appointments so made in other cases. But he was of 

the court had power, under section 38, to make the appoint- 
= and he thought it safer to do so.—Oovunszt, 7. Ribton. Soxticrror, 
rend. ‘ 


SATTERTHWAITE—North, J., 14th 
February. 


Huspanp anp Wire—Pouicy ror Bewerrr or Wire anp CxILpREN— 
Consrravcrion—Jomst Tenancy on Lire Estate wirnh RemaAInpgEr— 
Marrrep Women’s Prorerty Act, 1870, s, 10. 


The question in this case was whether the proceeds of a policy of in- 
surance, effected by a husband on his own life, under the Married 
Women’s Property Act, 1870, for the benefit of his wife and children, 
belonged after his death to the widow and children as joint tenants, or 
whether the widow was tenant for life of the whole fund, with remainder 
to the children. Section 10 of the Act provided that ‘‘a married 
woman may effect a policy of insurance upon her own life or the life of 
her husband for her separate use, and the same, and all benefit thereof, 
if expressed on the face of it to be so effected, shall enure accordingly, 
and the contract in such policy shall be valid as if made with an un- 
married woman. A policy of insurance effected by any married man on 
his own life, and expressed upon the face of it to be for the benefit of his 
wife or of his wife and children, or any of them, shall ensure and be 
deemed a trust for the benefit of his wife, for her separate use, and of his 
chitdren, or any of them., according to the interest so expressed, and shall 
not, so long as any object of the trust remains, be subject to the control 
of the husband or to his creditors, or form part of his estate. When the 
sum secured by the policy becomes payable, or at any time previously, a 
trustee thereof may be appointed by the Court of Chancery, and the 
receipt of such trustee shall be a good discharge to the office.” In the 
no a husband, who died in April, 1886, had effected in July, 

871, a policy for £4,000 on his own life. The policy contained a recital 
that he was desirous of assuring his life under the provisions of the Act 
for the benefit of his wife (whose Christian names and surname were 
stated) and of the children of their marriage, and it provided that under 
the wisions of the Act ‘‘his said wife and the children of their 

» whom failing, the heirs, executors, administrators, or assigns of 
the assured, shall be entitled to receive out of the funds of the said 
institution at the end of six months after the decease of the assured, the 
sum of £4,000, but which sum shall not be exigible until three months at 
least after proof shall have been made to the satisfaction of the directors 
of the said institution that the event has occurred in respect of which the 
said benefit becomes payable.’’ In July, 1886, North, J., appointed two 
trustees for the purpose of receiving the policy money from the institu- 
tion, who had declined to pay it otherwise. There were seven children of 
the marriage. One of them died in infancy before the date of the policy ; 
another was born in 1873 and died in 1874, and athird, who was born in 
1869, died unmarried soon after the death of her father. The four sur- 
viving children were infants. An originating summons was taken out by 
the mother, as plaintiff, against the trustees and the infants by their 
— ad litem, as defendants, to determine the respective interests of 


ontH, J., thought it clear that, on either construction, the children 
took as joint tenants inter se ; that the child who died in 1874 might be dis- 
regarded; and that the interest of the child who died after the death of 
the father survived, either to the mother and the other surviving children, 
orto the surviving children. On the construction of the policy taken 
alons, his lordship was of opinion that the mother and children would 


Re SEYTON, SEYTON ». 


take as joint tenants. Newill v. Newill (7 Ch. 253) was conclusive 
=. for that construction, and in Re Adam’s Policy (23 Oh. D. 525) 
Chitty, J., on an ez parte application, took the same view of the con- 


ofa similar policy under the Act. But he also expressed an 
(without deciding the point) that the effect of the Act and policy 
was to constitute a declaration of an executed trust. His 
great difficulty in following this view. It was very important 
Act authorized to be done, but it was to the policy itself 
look to find what the assured intended, and, as might have 
, section 10 referred to the A pret | for the expression of what 
was. It might be that, if the policy was capable of 
the one within, and the other not within the powers of 
might be considered by the light of the Act to be the 
But beyond that his lordship thought that the policy 
lookea at, and that its construction was not affected by the 
Act. But even if the Act and the policy ought to be 
one declaration of trust, his lordship could not assent to 
mother took a life interest in the whole fund, with re- 
ckildren. Either that mode of provision or a joint 
been equally within the Act, and if so his lordship 
Act could supply any reasons for preferring the on 
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construction to the other. He did not see how the fact that the benefit 
for the wife was in the Act to be “for her separate use” 
could aid the one construction 
had been decided upon the construction of similar 
shew that a mere oer that the parent should take for her se; 

use pointed to a joint tenancy between her and her children. the 
case of such a policy, effected by a husband, it was obvious that the 
children must always be in esse when the proceeds of the policy came into 
existence on the death of the assured.. Another consideration was this, 
section 10 enab‘ed a married woman to effect a policy upon the life of her 
husband for her separate use, and, in that case, the separate use would 
operate to protect the fund if she should marry again. And under the 
same section a man might effect a policy for the benefit of his wife alone 
for her separate use, and in that case also the money would be protected 
from any future husband she might have. His lordship could see 
nothing to indicate that the se te use was not to attach to the share 
of the wife, whether it was a life interest or a part of the capital, just as 
it would to the whole capital, if she alone was the object of the trust. 
Section 10 provided also for the appointment of trustees of the policy 
money, but that did not necessarily indicate that there was to be a con- 
tinuing trust. The object was merely to enable the insurance com 

to obtain a valid discharge for the money, and to relieve them 

the obligation of seeing to the execution of the trusts. In the present 
case, whatever the construction of ye A may was, the appointment of 
trustees was necessary, because the wereinfants. His lo 

did not think that the Married Women’s Property Act of 1882 aff 

the case. It did, indeed, provide that a man might effect a policy for 
the benefit of his children only, and it was true that the Legislature 
had contemplated that the interests of the wife and children ee 
possibly not be concurrent, but that was not the same thing as say 
that, under a trust for the benefit of the wife and children, the in- 
terests of the wife and children were not to be concurrent. Looking at 
the policy and the Act of 1870 together, his lordship was of opinion 
that the policy operated as a settlement of the money upon the mother, 
and those of the children who were living at the death of the father, as 
joint tenants. The decision of Malins, V.O., in Re Mellor’s Policy (7 
Ch. D. 200) was really to the same effect, though it seemed to have been 
misunderstood, and the report of it was very brief and not very satis- 
factory.—Counset, G. A. Watson; Amedroz. Sottcrrors, Bowman, $ 
Crawley-Boevey. 


Re THE YSTALYFERA GAS CO.—Stirling, J., 27th January. 
Recister —Recrirication—Lign—Tevstexe anp Cestvui quz Trust. 


In this case a question arose as to the right of a company to a lien 
upon shares registered in the name of a trustee for a debt due to the 
company from the cestui gue trust, The articles of association of the 
Yotalyfora Gas Co. gave the company a lien on shares held by a shareholder 
for debts due to the rg wd by, or on behalf of, such shareholder, 
whether the debts were ‘‘those of such shareholder solely or ay or in 
partnership with any other person.” In January, 1885, 150 shares in this 
company were registered in the name of Joseph Ri Cobb. He was 
a trustee of them for another company ed ‘*The Ystalyfera Co.,” 
which was entirely distinct from the ‘‘ Ystalyfera Gas Co.” In the remark 
column of the register it was stated that the Ystalyfera Co. was the 
beneficial owner of the shares. In November, 1885, the Ystalyfera Co. 

to sell its interest in the shares to J. R. Cobb, and in the mber 
following it was ordered to be woundup. The Ystalyfera Co. was indebted 
to the gas company in a considerable sum, and in May, 1886, the gas 
company, with the object of asserting a lien on the shares in question, 
caused them to be in the name of the Ystalyfera Co. instead 
of the name of J. R. Cobb. This was done without his consent or know- 
1 . The present application was by J. R. Cobb for the rectification 
of the register by having the shares placedin his name. It was argued on 
behalf of the applicant that J. R. Cobb was the shareholder, for, by 
section 30 of the Companies Act, 1862, the gas company was precluded 
from @ cestui que trust ; and, therefore, that it should have no 
lien upon those shares except for a debt due from J. R. Cobb. 

Sriruina, J., said the articles of association only gave a lien upon the 
shares held by a shareholder for a debt due from that shareholder. It 
was gicta that Mr. Cobb was the shareholder. He was registered as such, 
and he was the person who would be liable to pay . The memo- 
randum in the register thatthe Ystalyfera Co. were the beneficial owners 
of the shares did not make them the s olders. There was, therefore, 
no lien for a debt due from them. The register must be and 
the gas company must the costse.—Counset, Warrington and Ashton 
Cross. Soracrrons, Blyth, Wilkins, ¢ Co. ; Richard White. 


Re TUCKER, BOUCHIER v. GORDON—Stirling, J., 10th February. 


Wiutit—Consrevction—Lire Inrergst purinc WypowHo0op—CHILDREN 
Livine aT Deatn or Tznant ror Lire—Ciass WHEN ASCERTAINABLE. 


This was an adjourned summons to determine a question which arose 
late Walter Tucker, as to when the class of children 
to take in remainder were to be ascertained. The testator, by his will, 
directed his trustees to invest £8,000, and to pay the income to Mrs. A. M. 
Bouchier during her life or until she should marry again, and immediately 
after her decease or second marriage to stand possessed of the said fund 
upon trust to divide the same equally between the children of Mrs. 
Bouchier ‘‘ living at the time of their mother’s decease share and share 
alike.’”” The testator died on the 6th of July, 1874, leaving his widow 





and six children surviving. One of the children died in 1876, an infant 
and unmarried. The widow married again in 1886. The five surviving 


Feb 19, 1889) 
4 

























S24EEEESD Bcegeecsezzas 


SPygeBsersgecoro ty 


S83P gsof2e¢2 


+ fe 


wy 
> 


PURER S SRS e's S 


2 





refit 
se 7 


not 
rate 
. the 

the 
into 
this, 
t her 
ould 
t the 
one, 


. see 
hare 
it as 
rust. 
olicy 
con- 
pany 
from 
sent 
at of 
iship 
scted 
y for 
ture 
Light 
ying 


ig at 
inion 
ther, 
ir, as 
py (7 
been 
satis- 


n, $ 


{shton 


ary. 


LDREN 


arose 
ilidren 
} will, 
A. M. 
iately 
. fund 
Mrs. 
share 
widow 
infant 
viving 





Feb. 16, 1887. 











children, who were all of then ap; to the trustees to divide the 
fund. The trustees declined to do so the sanction of the 

on the ground that the class of children entitled could not be ascertai 
until the death of the testator's widow. 

w Srrauive, J., held reluctantly, following Bainbridge v. Cream (16 Beav. 


25) and Stanford v. Stanford (35 W. R. 191), that the class must be deter- | forti 


mined at the death or second ma’ 
should first My ge and therefore t the testator’s widow havin 
married again the fund was now divisible. —OCounsgt, Robinson, Q.C., an 
Tanner; Hastings, Q.C., and Tanner; Buckley, Q.©., and E. Ford. 
Souscrrons, Finis ¢ Wylie; McArthurs ; Mead $ . 


of the testator’s widow which 


Re RUDDIMAN’S TRUSTS—Stirling, J., 12th February. 
Pztrr1on—RESPONDENTS OUT OF THE JURISDICTION—SERVICE. 


The question in this case was whether service of a petition could be 
directed upon oo ange out of the jurisdiction. Seven of the ——_ 
ents to the ree on were resident in Scotland, and leave was to 
serve them with it in Edinburgh and Aberdeen. The petition was for the 
distribution of a fund in court and payment oat to the persons entitled. 
Order 11 of the Rules of the Supreme Court, 1883, makes no provision as 
to the service of a per out of the jurisdiction. 

Sririiva, J., held, following a decision of Kay, J., in Colls v. Robins (30 
Sotrcrrors’ Jovrwat, p. 550, W. N., 1886, p. 111), that in the case 
of a petition simply dealing with the distribution of a fund, the 
court might direct the petition to be served upon respondents out of the 
jurisdiction, not with the view of effecting a formal service, but by way of 
giving them information that the petition was pending.—Counsz., Stokes 
nn and Ingle Joyce. Soricrrors, Arnold ¢ Co., Simpson ¢ Oo., and 
Linklater. 


Re HILLEARY AND TAYLOR—Stirling, J., 15th February. 


Party anp Party Costs—Suorruanp Norges nerore THE Taxtnc Masrer 
—Costs or SuHortnanp Norgs, 


In this case it had been referred to the taxing master to tax, as between 
party and party, certain bills of costs. The taxation was objected to on 
the following point, among others. His taxing master, having to hear 
vivd voce evidence to determine certain questions arising upon the taxation, 
informed the parties that he intended to rely upon the shorthand notes of 
this evidence. The taxing master, in the costs of the taxation, 
allowed certain costs in respect of the shorthand notes, those upon which 
costs were disputed, with the exception of certain incidental di ons 
which could not be severed from the note without great difficulty, related 
exclusively to evidence. It was objected that the taxing master had no 
power to allow anything in respect of the shorthand notes. 

Srieauine, J., said that, both by the ordinary —— of the court and 
under ord. 65, r. 25, of the Rules of the Supreme Court, the taxing master 
had power to cause witnesses to be examined before him. Acting in pur- 
suance of the order to tax, he had eben yer ese ges to tax the costs of 
the taxation itself, and, in doing so, had allowed part of the ex; of 
the shorthand notes. Of course, if he had been taxing costs as ween 
party and party, and the judge at the trial had given no direction 
allowing the cost of a shorthand note rela to the proceedings at the 
trial, the allowance by the taxing master would have been erroneous ; but 
that was not the point in this case. It was most important that the 
discretion of the taxing master in cases like the present should not be 
fettered; while it is true that it was his duty (as it was the duty of oy 
judge of fact) to take notes of the evidence; cases must arise in w 
that duty was nr ean by that of wa the demeanour of the 
witnesses, it was then his duty to have a note en for him. Under the 
circumstances of the present case he overruled the objection.—Counsz1, 
Pearson, Q.C., and Normandy ; Hastings, Q.0. Soxtcrrons, 2. J. Gooch ; 
R. Metcalfe. 


HUBBUOK »v. HELMS—Stirling, J., 14th February. 


Company—Dagpentvres—Foatine Securnrry—AssignNMENT BY THE Com- 
PANY OF Irs UNDERTAKING AND Assers—Payiorrry. 


This was a women an ra ag ea to restrain the ge from 
selling or parti th certain business premises, effects, good- 
will which ted boop assigned to him for value by the P 
Simultaneous Printing Oo. (Limited), by an indenture dated the 17th of 
November, 1886. The property assigned by that deed comprised, in 
the whole of the undertaking and assets of the company. oe 

Each 


was a debenture-holder of “e wap on pee a 
charge by the company upon undertaking money 
and interest thereby secured peri passu with the other secured 


or to be secured by that issue. The defendant had notice of these deben- 
tures when he executed the deed of the 17th of November, 1886. — 
after the execution of that deed the com: was ordered to be j 
up. By the writ in the action the plain declaration that the 
alleged sale was invalid as against the debenture-holders. 


Srratinc, J., said that the case was not precisely covered by “separ 6 
Debentures of the kind in question constituted 


com *s assets for the time being. not confer upon the 
cy my right to interfere with any dealing by the company with its 
assets in the f bi . or 


course of business. eingesge tell gE pny og 
interact Sail tute aruees, ox the compeny costs: 9° 8p, Stans. Sie Sinan 


lordship thought) ceased to be a going concern, the 
were entitled to have the then assets of the company realized and a 
receiver appointed. The deed of the 17th of November, 1886, was not 
executed : the ordinary course of the business of the company, for it con- 











barred by the fact that the two co-extensive. The 
claimant had made an affidavit that he was about to bring an 
action, which would be either for breach of warranty or for mis- 

tation. In either case the responsibility really lie on 
the vendor. Therefore it was a matter which to be iy keg 
between the vendor and the vendee. Crawshay v. (2 My. & Or. 1), 
Best v. Hayes (1 H. & O. 718, 11 W. R. Dig. Com. Law, 71), Attenborough v. 
St. Katharine’s Dock Ci 2 v. 


Freeman (48 L. J. Q. B. 276, 27 W. R. Dig. 101), were cited. 

Tus yall, oe tae aa Sey 2 B.) oe 
order of F + Was t, dismissed appeal. Lord Cotzrrpes, 
C.J., said that the two claims here were different in their nature. The 
claim of the wenden ogee) See Susans. Shalt Sapa e are ae 
gr b claim, Sih 3 lordship dg pone: 4 ot 8 
any suc wi his Ga see, was of a 
differen Pry tinge gh in the sale of a 
horse les Sac Fag 2 assess the at the same sum as 
the vendor claimed. But the identity of the sums could not affect the 
difference in the natare of the claims. B., said that the case did 
not come within order 57, the words of which that the subject- 
matter of the two claims must be the same. The rules had been care- 
fully drawn, and after great consideration. rule 
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UNION—Q. B. Div., 7th February. 
Form or Sproat Cass on Arprat Prom Quarter Szsstons. 


of an appeal by the Sheffleld Waterworks Oo, against 
certain rates had been made them by the overseers of 
Pier — Wichieide:Bidciow, and Atter- 


case set forth the contentions of the and the respondents on 
five points, which had been raised, the decision of the recorder on 
each of them. he Quant: seas See sabes Se aoe Deas Sere 
Ce sevenier, vow signh Ot: MESES ee he did on the points. 
the court should of that the several decisions were 
right, then the order of sessions was to be affirmed. The case 
then proceeded, in five to deal with the five decisions, 

in respect of each of that, it the court shal! be of opinion 
that the recorder was wrong, Gross estimated rentals and the net 
sateshle valnce of the anpebanty Seripemeriee: "ames were to 
be reduced by such such sums. The Crown to enter 
oe Sen ct fcaeal tpt a t ac 
was was 

were 

affirmed, to end thus:—‘‘If, on the contrary, the court should be of 
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tion as to what was the only proper form, the result would be 
the Mants were right on any of the points on which the 
inst them, the assessment of £6,620 would be quashed 
and the assessent of £10,360 would revive. Or, in other words, if they 

won their appeal, they would be in a worse position than if they lost it. 
“Tum Oovrt (Lord Corzrrner, 0.J., and Grove, J.) refused the appli- 
cation. It had been held that inferior courts could not ask this court 
saimply. Whether this were convenient or not, it had been the 
from the time of Lord Ellenborough, and had become ‘inveterate. 

t the court ought not to entertain this case was clear from the langua 

of Blackburn, J., in the Sutton Coldfield case:—‘‘This court has not 
general any jurisdiction to review the decision of the court of quarter 
eessions on any matter in which that court had jurisdiction. Nor will it 
take any notice of 2 case reserved by the sessions on the trial of an indict- 
ment :' 2: v.| Selop (13 East, 95). But there is an exception from that 
rule in cases where the court of quarter sessions on ‘a makes 
an order either confirming or reversing the decision appealed against, 
subject.to the opinion of this court on some point of law reserved on a 
case stated by the sessions. This court will then, on a certiorari bringmg 
up the order of sessions, take cognizance of the facts stated’in the case, 
and quash or confirm the order of sessions according to their view on the 
of Jaw submitted to them by the sessions.’” Here the court had'no 
urisdiction to alter the rate ; they could only either confirm it or quash 
it.Counszt, Ogle. Sorrcrvor, AH. A. Maude, for B. P: Broomhead, 


the co sessions for good. Further, if the Crown Office were tight in 





FAIRLAMB AND OTHERS ». BEAUMONT—Hexham County Court, 
11th February. 


AoricurturaAL Hotprmes Act, 1883, s. 44—Disrress FoR MORE THAN ONE 
Year’s Rent. 


The ——- in this case was as to the construction of section 44 of the 


> 


tural Holdings (England) Act, 1883. The facts were admitted. 
e plaintiff took the farm of Coalpits from the defendant as yearly 
ténant from the 13th of May, 1874, at the yearly rent of £230, subse- 
qtently reduced to £180 10s. By the agreement of tenancy, which was 
seal, it was ae that the rent should be paid by two ie 


: 


payments on the 11th of November and the 13th of May, and the 
it ‘was to be made on the lith of November, 1874. By 
opurse of dealing between the plaintiff and defendant, the 
of the rent was allowed to be deferred until after the expiration 
-year after it became due by the agreement under seal; there- 
did not make his first payment of rent until after the 
1875. This course continued down to November, 1886. On 
mber, 1886, the. plaintiff having got a further half-year 
, there was due, according to the terms of the deed, thi 
years’ rent—namely, that due on the 11th of November, 1885, 13th 
1 and the 1lth of November, 1886. On the 28th of December 
: endant distrained for, and was paid, £270 5s., the amount 
three half-years’ rents. The plaintiff brought this action to recover 
—half-year’s rent improperly distrained for—on the ground that 
defendant could not make a distress for rent due more than a 
the distress, and that if, under the proviso to the 
fendant could, by reason of the ordinary course of 
tiff and defendant, include in his distress the rent due 
the llth of November, 1885, he could not inclade that 
ed on the 11th of November, 1886, because the ordinary 
g between the plaintiff and defendant allowed the -pay- 
rent to be deferred until after the expiration of ia 
of November, 1886, and, therefore, it must, as p: 
deemed to become due at such deferred period — ; 
, 1887, and not at the 11th of November, 1886, 
case, under the circumstances, the defendant could not 
ty diving eee nt, said :—Th tion of the Legis 
g u ent, :—The intention of the - 
been that the fandlord should not recover more than a 
jut I think the effect of the section, under the ciretini- 
the present case, is such that there is nothing to prevent the 
récoveting a year and a half’s rent. The main provision ofthe 
not say that the landlord cannot recover, by di 
one year’s rent; it only says he cannot make a distress for 
more than ove year before the making of the distgess. 
there has been a custom that the rent should ng& be 
ear after the rent became dae under the terms of the 
which was thus due om the 11th of November, 
purposes of the sectiontliat is to say, for the 
under that section—become due until the 13th 
in the same way, the rent which became due on 
did not become d for the purposes of the I 
section, uftil the llth of November,. 1886. 
@ispute with regard to these two half-year’s rents which 


‘was entitled to distrain for, it being rent which, under 
‘the proviso, became due within twelve months before the 
there 
1886. 


sSPESEESES 
HAE 


g 
Pan 
tel 


“Ht 


swat 
ATL 
: : ait 


fi 
u 
fu 


f 
CH 
| 


The whole point turned upon whether or not : 
the from distraining for rent 
due under the terms of the deed on the 11th of 
con by the 


of the deed, the landlord cannot 
for the time it is customary to pay it. I do not think 
because of the custom that the rent is not te be 


paid until six months after it becomes due, I think it is a matter of 
grace that the landlord has allowed the tenant to pay the rent af a later 
vee that at which he was legally entitled to demand it and to 

train for it. I do not think you canimply from any such course of 
dealing an agreement which would have the effect of altering the terms 
of the deed. I think there would be nothing to preclude the landlord 
from distraining for the half-year’s rent which became due on the 11th of 
November, 1886. I do not think the effect of the proviso is to take away 
from the landlord the common Jaw right which he would otherwise have 
had to distrain for the rent which became due on the 11th of November, 
1886. Judgment will therefore be for the defendant.—Oovunsex, Strachan, 
Soxrcrror, Gibsons, Hexham; Dees § Thompson, Newcastle. 


*,* There were two misprints of names of cases cited in the report of 
Re Lua, Lea v. Cooxe (ante, p. 254). For Welch v. Cohen (16 Ves. 206) 
read Waldo v. Caley, and for Hird v. The Bart of Suffolk (2 My. & K. 59) 
read Horde v. The Earl of Suffolk. 








LAW STUDENTS’ SOCIETIES. 


Law. Srvupents’ Desatinc Socrery.—Feb. 8—Ohairman, Mr. Wilmot E. 
Elmslie.—The motion ‘for debate was, ‘‘That the case of Vilmont v. 
Bentley (Court of oe was bay decided.””) Mr. J. Cornelius 
Wheeler opened in the affirmative, being supported by Messrs. W. 
Mackenzic and Hawtin, and opposed by Messrs. C. 8S. Magee, W. Y. 
Woolcombe, J. Gray, and W. Aysom. After Mr. Wheeler had replied, 
the chairman eummed up and put the motion to the society, when there 
voted for the affirmative 5, and for the negative 11. The motiow was 
thereupon declared to be lost. There were 33 wembers present. 

Feb. 15— Chairman, Mr. Ernest Todd.—The motion upon the 
paper for discussion was, ‘‘Is it desirable to place further restric- 
tions on the formation of limited companies, and ought not all 
‘firms’? (real or assumed) to be compulsorily registered?’’ Mr. 
F. K. Munton (of the firm of Munton’ & Morris) opened the debate in 
the affirmative. Mr. John Indermaur op The following gentlemen 

ke inthe affirmative :—Messrs. T. H. d, Lewis Biden, and W. 

allis;~and in the negative: — Mesers. T. H. Bower and D. Stewart 
Smith. After Mr. Munton had replied, the chairman put the motion to 
the society in two parts, when the first part was carried by a majority of 
12-votes, and the second part lost by a majority of 8 votes. There were 
thirty-five members present. 


Lrverroot Law Srupents’ Assoctation.—Feb. 7—Chairman, Mr. J. H. 
Kenion.—The following was the subject for discussion :—‘‘ In the year 
1860 A. mortgaged a frechold house to X. The deed was in the 
loxamey form, and contained the usual covenant by the mortgagor to 
i e principal andinterest. A. continued to pay the interest regu- 
nay ep to 1865. In that year he assigned his equity of redemption to 
his son B. No intereet was ever paid or acknowledgment given by B. to 
the mortgagee, but A., the father, continued to pay interest up to the 
date of his death in 1886. In 1887 the peat brings a foreclosure 
action st B., and B. sets up as a defence the Statutes of Limitation 
(8 & 4 Will, 4, c, 27; 7 Will. 4 & 1 Vict..c. 28; 37 & 38 Vict. c. 57). Is 
the mo entitled to succeed in his action?” Mr. Bagshaw opened 
in the affirmative, and Mr. Dobell in the negative. Messrs. Bromfield, 
Thornely, Brotherton, Wright, Lloyd, Forshaw, and Inglis supported the 

ve, and Messrs. Watts and Whytt the bg aye The openers 
having replied, the chairman summed up, and, on the question peing. Dee 
ere 


hy | to the mecting, it was carried in the affirmative by a majority of 14. 


were 42 members present. 


Preston Law Desatine Socrzety.—Feb. 4—Chairman, Mr, J. W. Higson, 
solicitor.—Four legal queries were discussed. A debate then took place 
on the following case :—‘ A., an tof the ©. Life Assurance Co calls 
upon B. and induces him to insure his father with the company. B. has 
no insurable interest in his father’s life, but A. tells B. that he may law- 
fully effect the insurance. Subsequently, and before his father's death, 
B. vers that the is il and gives notice of repudiation to 
the company. Can B. recover ums he has paid upon the 

licy ?: Drummond vy. Deey (lt Esp, 152), Smith v. Bickmore (4 Taunt. 477), 
Paylor v. Bowers (1 Q. B. D. 291).” . J. Bell opened the case in the 

Messrs. 8. Sim es: See 
J. Rawsthorne, J. pe: and A. Bus oppose, oe men 
man briefly summed up and pu question “zy, when 
Sisemnad gseaties Se thduiiomalioe lap oonujestty of 1. 


Feb. SoMa a W. Tt. Gai solicitor.—A discussion took place 


on the following i 

of he peoteanion Is oteehin.” Harem Fe mespenn. and . Carturigks 
su e motion ; Messrs. J. Bell, W. Breakell, . W. 
opposed n summed up the ents adduced 


the motion. The chairma ‘ip : 
0 seam site sd. gat the question to the jury, when the motion was lost 
by a. majority of 3. 

Unsrrev Law Srovenrs’ Socrery.—Feb. 14—Mr. Eustace Smith opened 
& discussion on the decision in Ex parte Stanford, Re Barber, by moving, 


Weg eators bee ee ee eee er eee 
, Batchelor . “The opener was supported essere. ' 
and Beckwith ; w Messrs, Strickland, Lazarus, and Bhere sided ae 












. After Mr. Smith had’ replied, the chairman rhortly 
sutimed up. ‘The motion was carried by two votes. Jan 
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LAW STUDENTS’ JOURNAL. 
THE INCORPORATED LAW SOCIETY. 
Honours Examination. 
January, 1887. 
At the examination for honours of candidates for admission on the roll 
of solicitors of the Supreme Court, the examination committee recom- 
mended the following gentlemen as being entitled to henorary distinc- 


tion :— 
Finst Oxass. 
[In order of merit. ] 


in 
George Bailey Wilson, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Herbert | at the 


Moser, of Kendal, and Messrs. Roberts, Barlow, & James, of London. 
Arthur Smith, B.A., who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Ackerley, 
of Wigan, and Mr. Charles Ellis Bird, of m. 


Szconp Oxass. 
[In alphabetical order. 

William Henry Clarke, who served his clerkship with Mr. John William 
Middleton, of Leeds. 
ane Nayler, “who served his clerkship with Mr. Henry Wright, of 

eighley. 

os Robert Procter, who served his clerkship with Mr. James Mills, of 
Beverley. 

The Council of the Incorporated Law Society have accordingly given 
class certificates and awarded the os prizes of books :— , 

To Mr. Wilson—Prize of the Honourable Society of Olement’s-inn— 
value 10 guineas; and the Daniel Reardon prize—value about 25 
guineas. 

‘ To >. Smith—Prize of the Honourable Society of Clifford’s-ian—value 
0 eas. 
The council have given class certificates to the candidates in the second 


class. 
A The number of candidates who attended the examination was thirty- 
ve. 








LEGAL NEWS. 


OBITUARY. 


Sir Gzoncz Deas, formerly a judge of the Court of Session in Scotland, 
died at 32, Heriot-row, Edinburgh, on the 7th inst., after a long illness, 
in his 83rd year. Sir G. Deas was the son of Mr. Francis Deas, of Falk- 
land, Fifeshire, and was born in 1804. He was educated at the University 
of Edinburgh, and he was admitted a member of the Faculty of Advocates 
in Scotland, 1828. He rapidly acquired a good . He filled the 
office of advocate depute from August, 1840, till ber, 1841, and he 
was reappointed to that post in 1846. He was 8 of the counties of 
Ross and Cromarty in 1850, and in the follo year he — 
Solicitor-General for Scotiand — — bey ussell's — on. 
In 1853 he was appointed a Lo ry, assuming jonorary 
title of Lord Deas, and in the following year he became a Lord of 
Justiciary. Im 1858 he received the honour of thood, and about a 
year later he became a judge of the first division of the Court of Session. 
In 1885, after thirty-one years of judicial service, he retired on a serene 
Sir G. Deas had been twice married, his second wife having the 
widow of Sir Benjamin Outram, O.B., M.D. 





Cd 


APPOINTMENTS. 


Mr. Henny Sranuey, solicitor (of the firm of & Oglethorpe), of 
Wolverhampton, has been elected President of the Weorretteaspos Law 


— for the ensuing year. Mr. Stanley was admitted a sulicitorin 
1872. 

Mr. Witi1am Latuam, Q.0., has been a ted Standing Counsel to 
the Bank of land, in succession to ile Statice Kekewich. Mr. 
Latham is the son of Mr. Alfred Latham, and was born in 1836. He 
was educated at Trinity College, Cam where he in the 
second class of the classical tripos in 1859. He ‘was to the bar at 
Lincoln’s-inn in Easter Term, 1860, and he in the Chancery 
Division. He was appointed a Queen’s in 1836. 

Mr. Joun Perzr Buieur, solicitor (of the firm’of Nicolls & t), of 
tema and Callington, has been appointed Solicitor to the 

ater Co., in succession to Mr. John Peter, resigned. Mr. Blight was 
admitted a solicitor in 1879. 

Mr. Tuomas Marnagp How, solicitor, of Shrewsbury, has been elected 
President of the Shro Law Society for the year. 
1846 and he ia in hip with his son, Mr. Willian Maybast 

» an partnership wit son, Mr. a 

Mr. Henny Merepyts Piowpen, senior judge of the Uhief 

the Punjaub, has recived the honour of thood. Sir H. Plowden 
Plowden, of the 
Civil Service, ani was born in 1841. He was educated at Harrow 
uated in the second class 
ed to the bar at Lincoln’s- 

Trinity Term, 1866 


Mr. Wiui1ms Garatp Sermourn Frrzcrratp, barrister, who has 
of the Order of the Star of India, is the eldest 
Rigtt Hon. Sir William Seymour Fitzgerald, G.C.8. 
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oo Mr. Huggins was 

Mr. Hexxy Latann Hannon, barrister, has received the honour of 

thood. er ee ee ee coset stn at tee toe foes Baek 

Harrison, rector of brook, N and was born in 
1838. He was educeted at Westminster and at Church, Oxford, 
pape called to te eS ee a on 
e been for many years'a member Bengal ge 
is chairman of the Calouta Corporstion and comasioner of utta q 
police. 
Mr. Cxantzs Evwarp Lewis, solicitor, who has been elected M.P. for 
the Northem Division of the County ‘of Antrim in the Conservative 
terest, third son . George William Lewis, born 
in 1825. He was educated at St. Saviour’s Grammar School, Southwark. 
He was admitted a solicitor about the year 1848, and he was for many q 
ears the head of the firm of Lewis, Munns, & Longden, of Old Jewry. 

Lewis was M.P the borough of Londonderry from 1872 till last 
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COURT PAPERS. 
SUPREME COURT OF hw 95m gs 
mona co REGISTRARS IN ATTENDANCE 0 


Date APPEAL Count Mr. Junties Mr. Justice 
. No. 1. No. 2. Kay. CuITrry. 
Mon., Feb. 21 Mr. Gerzington Mr. Ward Mr. Koe Mr. Clowes 
Wednesday 23 Jinyss Beal Want ag Siow 
ar oe owes 
Thursday .. 24 Pugh Z Jackson Pemberton 
ne ES 25 Leach Ward Koe Clowes 
oe 26 Godfrey King Jackson Pemberton 
Mr. Justice Mr. Justice Mr. Justice 
Norra. STIRLING. KEKEWICH 
Mr. Pugh Mr. Godfrey Mr, Lavie 
Beal Leach Carrington 
Ss fa ea 
A br] >! nm 
Pugh Godfrey Lavie 
eal Leach Carrington 











WINDING UP NOTICES. 
London Gazette.—F Ripay, Feb. 11. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED IN CHANCERY. 
British BurMan LEAD Co, Luuitep.—By an order made by Kay, J, dated Feb 
1, it Nota ordered that the ‘voluntary winding up of the company be continued. 
healt pa a, ny for petners 
Emery Co, Luwtrep.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 1!, directed 
to be heard before Kay, J., on Feb 19. Moore, Gt St Melens, solor for petner 
Eastern COUNTIES LAND AND INVESTMENT CORPORATION, LimiITED.—Chitty, J, 
has, by an order dated Jan 8, appointed Edward Cecii Moore, of 3, Crosby sq, 
anes be official liquida*or 
Mipomeeens 7 Navicatioy Co, Lim1TepD —Petition for winding up, presented Feb 
o, Gisooted . to be heard before Stirliog, J., on Feb 19. Mann, New Oxford st, 
or for 


the aoe pewner 
RANCE ASSOCIATION, LIMITED.—By an order made by Kay, 
J. dated Je Jan 29, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the associa- 
tion be continued. Pritchard & fons, a st, solors for the petners 
NaTIonat Trust Co, LimitEp.—No , by an order dated 
ted John Folland Lovering, 77 ktes st, to be official liquidator. 
tors are required, on or be’ ore March 5, to osend their names and addresses 
and particulars of their debts or to the above. nesday, March 16, 
at 1, isappointed for menting and Oo ey upon the core and claims 
POLYCHROMATIC —_ oe ling, J., has, by an 
order, dated Jan appointed Fred Prolerise * Truman Wiltehine 7, ’ Queen st, 
le, to be official iquidator 
STeamsurr “ EpENDALE” CO, LimiTep.—Petn for winding 1p, presente’ Feb 8, 
directed to be heard before Stirling, J, on Saturday, Feb 19. Scott, King Wil- 
liam st, agents for Dale, South Shields. solor for petners 
N, LIMITED.—Petn for winding up. presented Feb 9, directed to 
be heard before Stirling, J, on Feb 19. Brownlow & Howe, New ct, Lincoln’s 
inn, 8 for teh use. Wolverhampton, solors for petners 
THomas N. LImITED.—Peto for winding up, presented Feb 9, directed to 
be heard betore Stirling, J,on Feb 19. Smiles, & Co, Bedford row, agents for 
yee Walsall, solors for the petner 
West Communciat Bank, Lurrep.—Chitty. J, has, by an order dated 
Feb 8, bffloial Hocddator Alfre i Augustus James, of 66, Coleman st, to be provirionally 


FRIENDLY SOOIETIES DISSOLVED 
Royas, Ustow Rariway Looe, Grand United Order of Odd Fellows, Globe ion, 
leton, Chester. Feb 7 


London Gazette.—TUESDAY, Feb 15. 
JOINT STOCK COMPANIES. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Hatt Irnow Co, Luarrep.—Chitty, J.. has by an order, dated Jan 97, 
appointed George Bytheway, Walsall, to be official liquidator 
Brirish Empire Matcu Co, Lowrrep.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 11, 
directed to be heard before Kay, J.,on Feb 26. Morris, Walbrook, solor for 


petner 

Disrricr Banx or Lonpon, Luomrep.—Petn for winding up, presented Feb 14, 
directed to heard before North, J., on Saturday, March 12. Farrer & Co, 
Lincoln’s on fields, solors for petner 

EpGse LimiTep.—By an order made by Kay, J., dated Jan 15, it was 
ordered that Wdge Brothers, Limited, be wound up. Francis & John ihnson, 


Friars, solurs for poets 
LIMITED.- sine Saas Tteg; 2 2%, at 11,athis cham- 


Austin 
Jones Lion, rth, J 
for the appointment of an official 
8 RacauEeT AND TeNnNIS CLUB Co, ~- an order made by Kay, 
de dated Jan 15, it was ordered that the voluntary winding up of the company 
be continued. Cave & Co, tage st, solors for petner 
ee ED IN yg 
NxEsToN ans gp me ENT BENEFIT BuILDING SocreTy.—North, J., has 
Jan 19 dogg Robert Stanle z Blease, 8, Fenwick st, 
ool 8 be my efticiat liquidator. Creditors are required, on or before March 
their names aud addresses, particulars of their debts or 
to the above. Friday, April 1, at 1, is eepointed for hearing and ad- 
upon the debts and claims 
7 Buitpine Socrery.—Creditors are required, on or before 
March 14, to oe oe names — peeones. and the particulars of od 
debts or claims, to et Inman 7, Bedford row. Monda: 
March 28, at 12, is cppekated ny ee lt adjudicating upon the debts po 


County PALATINE OF LANCASTER. 
LIMITED In CHANCERY. 
Sesees Caves & Co, Liurrep. ao sorbed, om or betite Marwh 


an 13, sp- 





ee eee Lane d addresses, and the particulars of th eir debts or 

claims, to | ag wee lp oes pa 5. Eaee > Seem. eeneee, Ben onda ‘Si, at: 88, i 
TREND acca IntiES DISSOLVED. 

Brornenrs 1x Ferenpsuie W. PROVIDENT Society, 41, Gerrerd st, 

Islington. Feb 10 


Pumcess Sick Brensrrr Society, Co-operative Store, Dunston, 
‘NION Pauecy AND cant Society, Market Praptes, gy 10 
EPENDENT MECHANICS, King’s Inn, 


Oe, Pate Lary Tp Fei 


CREDITORS’ NOTICES. 
CREDITORS UNDER ESTATES IN CHANCERY. 
ae Ft temp Feb 8. 
ante, Fae 7. ca . Upper Baker =o To “= omned March 8. Gilby v 
ee See Gasstia,-Paipay, Feb lt 


Novis, FREDERICK Joun, Or Growboro po ee Sussex, Beerhouse 
B Lewes 


Keeper. March 8, 
Harman v Novis, Chitty, J. 





NoTices TO CREDITORS UNDER TRUSTEES RELIEF Act, for insertion in_the 
London Gasette or any pene oe ould -¥ sont to Harrison and Sons, Pub- 
lishers London Gasette, 45, St. . The Gazette is published every 


Tuesday and Friday.—[ApDvT.]} 





UNDER 22 & 23 VICT. CAP. 35. 
Last Day oF CLAIM. 
London .—F RipaY, Feb. 4. 
Aston, JOsEPH, Barnetby, Lincoln, Surgeon. April 4. Sharp, Epworth, ur 


Bagot, Etzanor, Ashburn pl, South Kensington. April 25. Coe, Hart st, 


loomsbury 
BALDERSTON, BENJAMIN THORNLEY, Mount Pleasant, Lincoln, Miller. May 1. 
Millington & Simpson, Boston 
BonD, CHARLES, Victoria rd, Kentish town, Bookseller. March 1. Faithfull & 
Lancaster, Gent, March 5. Welsby & Co, 


Owen, Westminster chbrs, Victoria st 
yD, SAMUEL, Southport, 
Southport 

Carr, WILLIAM Seam Alnwick, Northumberland, Solicitor. March 12. Hind- 
marsh, 4 ick 

CHEETHAM, SAMUEL, Salford, Lancaster, Gent, Aprili. Hewitt, Manchester 

CHRISTIE, JamMEs, Thornton hill, Wimbledon, Flour Factor. March 10. Fallows 
& Rider, Lancaster pl, Strand 

CLARK, WILLIAM JOHN, ungerford rd, Camden Town, Gent. March5. Clarke, 
Great St Helens 

CRUTTWELL, W1LsON CLEMENT, Oxford, Gent. May 9. Cruttwell & Co; Frome 

Davis. Exizanetu, John st, Bedford row. March 5. Thomson & Edwards, 

st 


Moorgate 
Dowsyas. GezorGE, Parkhurst rd, New Southgate. March 25. Woodcock, 


Dawes, Suan Mh Banbury, Oxford, Woolstapler. Feb 28. Fortescue 
Eaton, Taontas, Gold: gt Stepney, Retired Cattle Dealer. Mar 9. Webb, St 

Peter’s rd, Mile End rd 
Mar 15. Francis & Co, Newton Abbot 


FosTER, SAMUEL, Torquay. 
Foyson, Robert l3urkaGE, Norwich, Builder. Mar 1. Overbury & Gilbert, 
Scotney & 


0! Cc! 
Can” LI Eastleigh, Southampton, out of business. Mar 25. 


Groves, CHARLES, Liverpool. Apr4. Whitley & Co, Liverp>ol 

HEATHCOTE, THOMas JENKYNS, Melksham, Wilts, Esq. Mar 5. Markby & Co, 
New sq, Lincoln's 

Hit1, Tuomas, ‘Highworth, Wilts, Carpenter. Feb16. Elwell, Highworth 

Boyz, Joun THEODORE, Newcastle upon Tyne, Solisitor. April 3. Hoyle & Co, 

ewcastle uj ‘Tyne 
JonEs, SusawNA, Bishopstone, nr Swansea. March 25. Shaen & Co, Bedford row 
Lanteen, JAMES, nevor Stoke Newington, Ironmon March 1. 
itoneham a ba Phitpot len lane, Fenchurch st _ 

tii, aoe Bamford, Lancaster, Grocer. March 14. Harper, Bury 

LzEs, JoHN, Wolverhampton, Esq. March 25. Neve & Cresswell, Wolverhampton 

Lewis, JaMEs, Stamford hill, Horticultural Builder. March 2. Truefitt & 
Gane, Bishopsgate st st within 

MANCLARK, WILLIAM, Rochester, Esq. March 1. Hayward & Smith, Rochester 

Margie, Qaaneme, Turner st, Whitechapel. Feb 28. John Rexworthy, 57, 


Ch 
Morris, W1tL1AM, Maidenhead, Esq. April 30. Bilandy & Witherington, 


Reading 
NURSE, Epwor Wru11uM, Liverpool, Paper Bag Manufacturer. March 1. 
Taylor, oy 
Cements Sseatan, ttle Hallingbury, Essex, Carpenter. Feb 21. Slater, Bishop 
or 

paps Wut114M, Batley, York, Chemist, April4. Brearley, Batley 

Rosert, Somerset rd. Wimbledon common, Esq. March 25. Blagden, 
‘enchurch avenue, st 
PENNINGTON, THOMAS, Liverpool, Surgeon. April4. Whitley & Co, Liverpool 
Puxrinoron, Jouy, Nottingham, LaceManufacturer. March 31. Neville, Not- 


Rice, CHanL#s, Carlton hill, St John's Wood, Esq. March 1. Randall & Buek- 
Bonne. Taesx ATEINSON, Arundel st, Strand. March 15. Price, 7, John st, 
Tow 
Sonotzs. PEren, Stand lane, nr Radcliffe, Lancaster, Grocer. March 1. Grundy 
, Manchester 


& 
SNOWDEN, ‘JOHN Lion Rock st, Finsbury pk. March 5. Snowden, Swinton 


st, re! *s inn rd 
ax Wescetee, are) 19. Cutler & Co, Worces' 


Panened “Gack RGE S Ackiingto: berland, Ol x in Holy Orders. 
OMSON, GEORGE SELBY m, er 
arch 12. Hindmarsh, Alnwick 





M 

WALTER, JESSIB, rem Fah 38, he, Ree B Ron, West Hentlopany 
WALTERs, Mary, Derby. ril 6. Mt Co, Derby 
WELLER, ANN, ‘Gia Kent ol "Bere (thy il st 

msasme, rng a ae cng pe West Drayton, - March4. Fladgate 
WItson, JOHN, Fests Auctioneer. March 21. Jones & Wells, 
wee, Asx, ee ace _ . bal ‘de - Brown, Louth s 

ILsoy, IDLIAM, Beobridge, ver. March eve Oress- 

well, Wolverhampton — 
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BANKRUPTCY NOTICES. 
London Gasette.—FRipay,iFeb 11. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Banas, Paunenee, Sandwich, Kent, Butcher. Canterbury. Pet Feb7. Ord 


Feb 
BaRTow, } en ter, Rosendale rd, West Dulwich, Builder. High 


Carlisle 
Court. Pet Jani9. Ord Feb 8 


Baemeaet, ap xy y jeune st, Bloomsbury, Grocer. High Court. Pet Feb 

. Ord Fe 

Breppow, JABEZ, Willenhall, Stafford, Lock Manufacturer. Wolverhampton. 
Pet Feb7. Ord Feb 7 

ee ~~ nsf Alans, Reorey” 8 gate, St James’s pk, Auctioneer. High Court. Pet 
an 20. e 

BOWERBANK, Mary, Wavertree, ur Liverpool, Widow. Liverpool. Pet Feb 8. 


Ord Feb 8 
Broom, a RIcHARDS, Salisbury, no oceupation. Salisbury. Pet Feb 7. 
Ord Fe 
BROWN, STEPHEN, Tisbury, Wilts, Draper. Salisbury. Pet Feb?. Ord Feb7 
Carr W1i11aM Dosson, Lincoln, Tailor. Lincoln. Pet Feb8. Ord Febs8 


CHATWIN, Henny JonN, ofoatkheoek, Warwick, Commercial Traveller. Bir” 
mingham. . Pet Feb Ord Feb 

Onoog, Gzonan, Fs Paul's pve nh Warehouseman. High Court. Pet 
an ‘eb 

aa = | ae, ‘Hadleigh, Suffolk, Pork Butcher. Ipswich. Pet Feb 9. 


Bane, ——. eovarn, Welford, Gloucester, Gardener. Warwick. Pet Feb 
e e 
Bias, Sees, Corporation st, Barnsley, Miner. Barnsley. Pet Feb9. Ord 


Brae, Daan Tuomas, St Eval, Cornwall, Butcher. Truro. Pet Feb 7. 


er, tay 1, Ona Feb o” address unknown, no occupation. High Court. Pet 
‘eb 
FusronEn, G0 RGE FREDERICK, Sheffield, Engraver. Sheffield. PetFeb9. Ord 


Paste, AsSEAms ER, Cheltenham, Boot Dealer. Cheltenham, Pet Feb8. Ord 
Femay, J oom Gurizaras, Hollingbourne, Kent, Miller. Maidstone. Pet Feb 8. 


Ord F 

FritZ, JosePH, and JOHN STEcHELBAOCH, Clifford st, Bond st, Tailors, High 
Court. Pet Jan 24, Ord Feb 9 

Canney, Ann, Nottingham, General Dealer. Nottingham. Pet Feb 8. Ord 


Cosme, _mmomee, Lambeth walk, Butcher. High Court. Pet Jan 21. Ord 
Guar, Bowann, Gt George st, Stock Dealer. High Court. Pet Dec 7. Ord 


GREEN, DanrgEL, Thornton Heath. Croydon. Pet Jan3. Ord Feb4 
Hanogan, Bamsante, Milnrow, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Oldham. Pet Feb 7. 


e 
Hoo.zgy, WiLt14M, Southampton, Shipping Agent. High Court. Pet Feb 9 


Ord Feb 9 
Howes, WALTER, 4M BuRtzey, Birmingham, Lamp Manufacturers. 


and WILL 
B ham. Pet Feb 8. oo Feb 8 
HoYEL, JosHuA, Oldham, Musical Instrument Dealer. Oldham. Pet Feb 9. 


Ord Feb 9 
Hunt, Sve Bape ‘Banws , pewbenry st, Bromley by Bow, Grocer. High Court. 
Jay, Ganea, Old To Town, Ulapham, Upholsterer, High Court. Pet Feb 8 Ord 


b 9. 
a oe coum, Fontmell Magna, Dorsetshire, Miller. Salisbury. Pet 
e eb 
JonES, Henry, Lianelly, Bootmaker. Carmarthen. Pet Feb8. Ord Feb8s 


ome Joe H. Rhosybol, Anglesey, Corn Merchant. Bangor. Pet Jan 25. 
Horacs, Kennington Lees, Kennington, Blacksmith. Oanter- 
bury. Pet Feb9. Ord Fet 
Rive Fone Boaeois, Norwich, Licensed Victualler. Norwich. Pet Feb9. Ord 
Kine, WiL114M, Burstow, Surrey, Builder. Croydon, Pet Feb?7. Ord Feb7 
Mazxs, Tuomas, Maidenhead, Berks, Baker. Windsor. Pet Feb7. Ord Feb7 
a, ARTHUR, Little Bealings, Suffolk, Carpenter. Ipswich. Pet Feb 5. Ord 


‘eb 5 
MATHIAS, BS so Brawdy, Pembroke, Farmer. Pembroke Dock. Pet Feb 7. 
Ord Fe 
Mutigw. JouN, Tarrington, Hereford, Farmer. Worcester. Pet Jan27. Ord 
Raw, 2 Henry, Nottingham, Schoolmaster. Nottingham. Pet Feb 7. Ord 


Sreasmmasta, R W, As Warwick, P: Hangings Dealer. Birmingham. 
Pet Jan 22. ord Fees = 


Pane, 2 ames, Swinton, Yorks, Flint Grinder. Sheffield. Pet Feb 8. Ord 


Pore. J Re Haldane rd, Fulham, Cowkeeper. High Court. Pet Feb 9. 


PirTock, [earnan, Chapel St Mary, Suffolk, Shopkeeper. Ipswich. Pet Feb 9. 
Ord Fe 

pam, Dave, Swansea Valley, Timber Merchant. Neath. Pet Feb 7. Ord 

mage 5° ee WILLIAM, Sellinge, Kent, Farmer. Canterbury. Pet Feb7. 


7 
Rogers, JoHN, Hereford, Licensed Victualler. Hereford. Pet Feb7. Ord Feb 7 


—_—_~ Mosms, St Paul’s rd, Oanonbury, Jeweller. High Oourt. Pet Feb 
‘eb 


Rurrer, Rosert, Beverley, Yorks, Groom. Scarborough. Pet Feb?7. Ord Feb7 
pumeny, B BB, Bowmaterry Dry Dock, Rotherhithe. High Court. Pet Dec 7. 


SANDERION, Wank: Shoreditch, Flock Maker. High Court, Pet Feb8. Ord 


nates. Ona F ty Shields, Beerhouse Keeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pat 
Fe ri ‘eb 
Tuomas, Tom, Newport, Mon, Contractor. Newport, Mon. Pet Feb 7. Ord Feb7 


THompson, JoHN, Worcester, pees Worcester, Pet Febs. Ord Febs 
Tomiinson, FREDERICK, and C: aes Raava, rag es Nottingham, Joiners- 


Pet Jan 11. “Ord Feb 
TROWBRIDGE, ROBERT, Rerivane . Balisbury. Pet Febs. Ord 


'ALBOT, Red Lion Cannon st, Button Maker. 
Pet Febs. TO nd Feb 9 * % 





VaNDERHAEG: it, Cler! Provision Merchant, High 
Can hedaman oller. ’ 





SS 
Wutraker, ARTHuR Jouy, Bath, Tailor. Bath. Pet Feb9. Ord Feb 9 
Wuttcoms, Horace, Moorgate st. High Court, PetJan22. Ord Feb7 
BEweup, Aston, nr Birmingham, Oarpenter. Birmingham. ‘Pet 
Tuoaas FAKETHY, Neath, Beerhouse Keoper. Neath. Pet Feb9. Ord 


WIIson, earner out , ur Leeds, Oil Merchant. Bradford, 


Pet Feb7. Ord 
Wncteton, Jonn, Ni Isle of Wight, Pork Butcher. Newport and Ryde. 
reer Ord 
The folowing amended notice is Ser Chet peRtenns $5.50 
London Gazette of 
Tunnee, Favors Gnas, resldonce UnknOws, . High Court. Pet Deol, 
Ord Jan 1 


elements thomhanwensye 
. Writes, anf 4 — ee Mon, Ship Brokers. 
aniseed Sai MUEL, Ni Pet Aug i » Newport, Mon. Pet Feb 2. Ord 


ita FIRST MEETINGS. 
ee pagniggmsenpret ems" Feb 18 at 2.90, 383, Carey st, Lincoln's 
JABEZ, W! Stafford, Lock Manufacturer. Feb 22 at 3. Off Ree, 
BROT peters al Mat olverhampton 
Buscyort, Jans, Shefild Sheffield, Ironfounder, Fob 21 at 2.30, Off Reo, Figtree lane, 
Bowmen, Cpsseas T, Ontend-st, Pinatas Feb 18 at 3. Off Rec, St James's 
Eps Salisbury, no occupation. Feb 21 at 11.90. Off Reo, 
Barve, Rosman s St John st. Clerkenwell, Football Manufacturer. Feb 18 
a ET) Feb 21 at 2.15. Off Reo, Salisbury 
Brown1ineG, Joun Ospory, Glapthorne, Northampton, Farmer, Feb 24 at 12.90. 


Fountain H H 
Carrer, BURN ag tg yg SOO Feb 23 at 3. 109, Victoria st, West- 


CuANDLER, THOMAS, Brighton, out of business. Feb 18 at 3. Off Reo, 4, Pavilion 


bidgs, Brighton 
Cranx, Tones The Hollies Wick, Tea Merchant. Feb 18.at 
11.30. Boom 14,90 and 1, St Sw igs, Hampton 


nO eabant Of Hoey 
Curtis, JonN, Sutton ye Feb 21 at2. Hull 
Ducutieen Soom Monet oy en Off Reo, Fig- 
Dossow, Gaones, Eenarth, poner t ems Feb 23 at 11. Off Reo, 8, 
Brumgs, Wists Tpowas, St Beal, Coguuam, Dateher. Feb 19 at 2. Off Reo, 
Faucrrox. Feaneny Wittaxt, Weymouth, Lodging House Keeper. Feb 18 at 
ruse Giese 
Cnones, Sony Basat, Reps Sr aughtsman in Dockyard. Feb 18 at 
Gmsoy, any, "and Wie 3 Yorks, Coal Merchants. 
TLLIAM RELL, Napton on the arwickshire, Coal Salesman. 
21 at 3.90. Townhall, 


Feb 18 at 10,80. Off Reo. 17, Hertford st, Oc 
an, Bavcaten, Milnrow, Lancs, Innkeeper. 

mw a Upwey, Dorsetshire, Grocer. Feb 18 at 1.90. Royal Hotel, 

eym 


ort. HENRY, JOSEPH, Brighton, Plumber, Feb 18 at 12. Off Reo, Pavilion 
JESSE, a, 75 pepstatin into Feb 22 at 8, Off 
Keun  iornen Wertminstér Bridge td, Boot Manztectarer. Feb 18 at 11. 33, 
Ksroxt, Sosua, Birmingham, Pratterer. Feb 22 at 11. Off Reo, Colmore row, 
MnboX, FREDERICE SORARLS SUTTON, , Truro, Stationer, Feb 19 at 12. Off Reo, 
Myoock, JosEPx, Cutlery Manufacturer. Feb 21 at 3. Off Reo, Figtree 
Bee iad st See Timber Merchant. Feb 19 at 11. Off Reo, 6, 
Rurren, Ronert, Beverley, Yorks, Groom. Feb 18 at 11.30. Oif Reo, 74, New- 
aren Jeb tae d Varlh anatctre. Fob 18 at 1.90. Off Reo, 21, 
Beerhouse Keeper. Feb 22 at 2.30. Off Reo, 


noe a eres OATS ceed Delkin Day wis OE Bass Hill 
a a SAMUEL, W: 


tinghamshire, re Nae a On hoo 1 High pavements ement, Notting- 


Wauigouxs, Hansy Anmrun, Donoaster, Joiner, Feb 21 at 10.45. Guildhall 


wena cS ES, Tincoin's inn bldngs, Bowlalley lane, 


wan, ret Bodtrhr, Carpenter Feb 21 at 11. 8, St Paul’s 

Wikis, BENJAMIN, Liverpool, Grocer. Feb 22 at 2. Off Reo, 35, Victoria st, 

Javerbuas Fueerny, Neath, Beethouse Keeper. Feb $1 at 11.90. Castle 

a , nr Leeds, Oil Merchant. Feb 21 at 
oak aad 


IMBLETON, Sree wine Pork Butcher. Feb i7 stil. Of 
foc, Howeeek: sle 


Broom, EDWARD 







incu ineuie ioeranes Loa, Aeeemeieees Feb 2iat 11. Off Rec, 22, Park . 


ANDREWS, RoBert, M Smallware Desler. Notting- 
ham. Pet Jan 18, 


Kent, Butcher. Canterbury. Pet Feb5. Ord 
ee. | 


us rani Lo Mane Wolverhamp- 
coat ew » mo occupation. Salisbury. Pet Feb 7. 


Bunos, Gzorex, Bray, Berks, Baker. Windsor. Pet Feb2. Ord Feb 5 


beter - 


Dealer. Feb22at3. Off Reo, 15, King ~ 
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Cann, Wim11amM Dopnsoy, Lincoln, Tailor. Lincoln, Pet Feb8. Ord Febs 
Carrick, Wiit1am, Winchester, Brewer. Winchester. Pet Jan 18. Ord Jan %% 
Carrer, BurNanrn, Lee, Kent, Mariner, Greenwich. Pet Feb3. Ord Febs 
CranpiEer, THOMAS, Brighton, out of business. Brighton. Pet Feb 4. Ord Feb 9 
CrRo00. JOmm, and RicHarp Crook, Preston, Lancashire, Tailors. Preston. Pet 


eb7 
CUTTING. a 5 mae "Hadleigh, Suffolk, Pork Butcher. Ipswich. Pet Feb 9. 
Ord 9 
wate: ty ene Tuomas, St Eval, Cornwall, Butcher. Truro. Pet Feb7. Ord 
rae. GeorcE FREDERICK, Sheffield, Engraver. Sheffield. Pet Feb8, Ord 
= _ASERADER, Cheltenham, Boot Dealer. Cheltenham. Pet Feb 8, Ord 
Fray, x¥, Jom CHILMAN, Hollingbourne, Kent, Miller. Maidstone. Pet Feb 8. 
usage, 3 , GEORGE, Ryde, I.W., Baker. Newport and Ryde. Pet Jan 22. Ord 
GIBson, : and Wir11smM Grsson, Todmorden, Yorks, Coal Merchants. 
, Ra Pet Feb 3. Ord Feb7 
ees, Nottingham,"Beerhouse Keeper. Nottingham. Pet 
ered i. “Ord Feb 
. ROBERT *p, Wavertree, Lancashire, Grocer. Liverpool. Pet Dec 
HAxna, Frases some, Woodstock, Oxford, Doctor of Medicine. Oxford. Pet 
Jan 2 
aa Ra - JAMIN, Milnrow, Lancashire, Innkeeper. Oldham. Pet Feb 7. 
e 
Hanns, Jawes, Foxmore st. Cambridge rd, Battersea, Builder. Wandsworth. 
Pet Jan3. Ord Feb7 
Hort, Hewny Josern, Brighton, Plumber. Brighton. Pet Feb5. Ord Feb7 


Hox, Joumva, Oldham, Musical Instrument Dealer. Oldham. Pet Feb 9. 


'e 

Joy, Writ1ram Horace, Kennington Lees, Kennington, Blacksmith. Canter- 
bury. Pet Feb7. Ord Feb9 

a * Joun, Widnes, Lancashire, Milliner. Liverpool. Pet Jan 13. Ord 


Monoax, Jonx RicHAaRD, Nottingham, Draper. Nottingham. Pet Jan 18. Ord 


OstiER, JANE, Yeovil, Ironmonger. Yeovil. Pet Jani9. Ord Feb 8 

Pakxze, James, Swinton, York, Flint Grinder. Sheffield. Pet Feb 8. Ord Feb 8 
Pawson, Mary, Wolverhampton, Milliner. Wolverhampton. Pet Feb 5. Ord Feb8 
wm, Sree Capel St Mary, Suffolk, Shopkeeper. Ipswich. Pet Feb 
hockannenn, JaMES WILLIAM, Sellinge, Kent, Farmer. Oanterbury. Pet Feb 4. 


Ord Feb 7 
yy Liandudno, Carnarvonshire, Builder. Bangor. Pet Jan 24. 


9 
Meoune. Joun, Hereford, Licensed Victualler, Hereford. Pet Feb 7. Ord 
eacaoe Sacnes, Kerth Shields, Beerhouse Keeper. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 


Feb 8. 
em - Pecan Colinett rd, Putney, Builder. Wandsworth. Pet Dec 6. Ord 
'e 


Tomson, ARCHIBALD Cook, Liverpool, Joiner. Liverpool. Pet Feb 1, Ord Feb 9 
TURNPENNY, WALTER DANIEL Tatnot, Red Lion ct, Cannon st, Button Maker. 
High Court. Pet Feb 9, Ord Feb 9 
WEsTROP, WALuts, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Jan2i. Ord Feb 8 
Waurraker, Arntuvr Jonn, Bath, Tailor. Bath. PetFeb9. Ord Feb9 
wea Ord TLL1AM, Lianelidan, Denbighshire, Farmer. Wrexham. Pet Jan 
Feb 7 . 
‘Wien, Seraee, Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Febt. 
Wane, Sees Reiweil, Nottingham, General Dealer. Nottiagham. Pet 


Newport and Ryde. Pet Feb 
Ord Feb 7 





Jarrow, Durham, Grocer. 


W£IMBLETON, JOHN, Newport, I. W, Pork Butcher. 
7. Ord Feb7 
Zouk, , Southport, Stationer. Liverpool. Pet Jan 17. 
ADJUDICATIONS ANNULLED. 
Taytor, Grorce, Brinnington, Cheshire, Printer. Stockport. Adjud Nov 8. 
Annul Feb 4 


tote -—t yorammee Leeds, Commission Agent. Leeds. Adjud Novs. Annul 
an 21 


London Gaszette.—TUESDAY, Feb. 15. 
RECEIVING ORDERS. 
Axnport, Tom, Birkenhead, Greengrocer. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 10, Ord Feb 10 
Anam, FREDERICK WiLLIAM Henny, Sydenham, Baker.’ Greenwich. Pet 
a in Aries Ghaien: Gam eile Ashton der Li d 
‘OsEPH, Hyde. r. r) under an 
Stalybridge. Pet Jan 3. Ord Feb 9 = 

pa ~ James, Southsea, Hardwareman. Portsmouth. Pet Feb 8. Ord 

Banxs, W111, Bolton, Lancs, Optician. Bolton. Pet Febii. Ord Feb 11 
Bexsamix, H, Sheffield, Picture Frame Maker. Sheffield, Pet Jan 19. Ord 


Feb 10 
Biacow, , » Manchester, Ironmonger. Manchester. Pet 
Jan 28. Ord Feb 10 
Ber, Jzsse, Maesteg, Glamorgan, Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Febi2. Ord Feb 12 
ae Feu Nottingham, Commission Agent. Nottingham. Pet Jan 26. 
CHADNEY, Hare Clifton, Bristol, Lodging house Keeper. Bristol. Pet 
Febii. Ord Feb 11 df 
ALFRED, Pulloxhill, Beds, Baker. Bedford. Pet Feb ii. Ord Feb 11 


, EDWARD, Kessin - Suffolk, General Shop Keeper. Gt Yarmouth. 
Pet Feb 10. Ord Fe 
veel ey h-yaeg super Mare, out of business. Bridgwater. Pet Feb 
. Ord Fe 
—_— a ED, Midhurst, Sussex, Auctioneer. Brighton. Pet Feb 11. 
e 
=, GERALD, Eastcheap, Dyewood Broker. High Court. Pet Jan 21. 


—_ mm, Gostestom, Suffolk, Furniture Dealer. Great Yarmouth. 
'e 

Islington, Surgeon Dentist. High 

Pawnbroker, Stockton on Tees 


‘eb 10 


Dur 
Ord 
Grocer, Kingston, Surrey. Pet Feb 10. 











HAWEINS, JOSEPH FURGERSON, and ae y Ha Evers, Margate, Com- 
mission Agents. Canterbury. Feb 10. 

HINDLET, JULES. Old Compton st, Saito sq, Dealer in 
Court. Pet Ord 


O14 Co ma Pet 10 reign Provisions. High 
. 10 
Hv conte. AT a, Hastbourne, G Gasiitter. Eastbourne and Lewes. Pet Feb 12. 
eb 1 
som, a. , Maenan, Carnarvonshire, Retired Farmer. Bangor. PetjJan 20. 
ee Hanley, Earthenware Manufacturer. Hanley, Burslem, and 
Pet Jan 19. Ord Feb 11. 
Lovaninas, — Cirencester, Umbrella Maker. Swindon. Pet Feb it. Ord 
1n41am Epwakp, Copthall ct, Underwriter. High Court. Pet 
Febil. 11. * Ord Feb Feb 11 
Mena, 4S, Senavene 24, Deamark hill, Betting Agent. High Court. Poet 
. Ord Feb 
Muna, Teen Vues, Queen’s elm, Fulham rd, Gent. High Court. PetJan 
Ord Feb 11 
Ronis r? W. Great Aycliffe, Dur! In Stockton on Tees and 
diesborough, kena, ‘eb 9. — you's AN 
raceme owas W 2 eae Pet Feb10. Ord Feb 10 


TOWNSEND, WILLIAM, ~~ cage na a est Kensington, Bedding Manu- 
High Court. Pet Jan7. Ord Feb 10 
er CHARLES, Ashdon, Essex, Farmer. Cambridge. Pet Feb 5. Ord 
12 
TREVERS, TrREvERS, Speenham rd, Brixton. High Court. Pet Jan8. Ord Febi0 
Warp, J RPE, Fishing Vessel Owner. Scar- 
ae Feb 11 


EFFERSON MINITHO 
borough. Pet Feb 11. 
Wess, E.1zaBetu, Brighton, Spinster. High Court. PetJan 26. Ord Feb 10 


Wren axs, E., Manchester, Paper Merchant. Manchester. Pet Dec2i. Ord 
FIRST MEETINGS. 
Amor, pom. Birkenhead, Greengrocer. Feb 23 at2. Off Rec, 48, Hamilton sq 
AYRE, Bicnanp, Stockton on Tees, Butcher. Feb 25 at 11.15. Off Rec, 8, Albert 
rd, Middlesborough 
BALgEs, egg eon Gt Yarmouth, Butcher. Feb 26 at 12. Off Reo, 8, 
os Ames, Southsea, Hardwareman. Feb 28 at 3.30. 166, Queen ct, 
oe ea Sandwich, Kent, Butcher. Feb 25 at 10. 32, St George’s 
‘Rouanr, Tut Tubwell row, Darlington, Inakeeper. Feb % at 11. Off 
Many, Comte nr Liverpool, Widow. Feb 25at 3, Off Rec, 35, 
Victoria els verpool 
BRYAN, Jace 114M, South fiecken. Durham, General Dealer. Feb 25 at 
12, 


Off Rec, 8, Albert rd, Mid 

Csnmes, Ware Heney, Birmingham, Olerk in Holy Orders. Marchia‘ 11, 
Carr, Waittiae Donson, Lincoln, Tailor. Feb 24at12. Off Reo, 2, St Benediot’s 
Cane, WiLLte Enwann, Cheapside, Jeweller. Feb 22 at 12. Bankruptoy 
Oruvantey, Jo z 4 See Queen’ s rd, Wimbledon, 

Journalist. vokeb #2 at 2.50, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

Coox, ALERED, Pullo xhill, Be ‘itord, Farner. Feb 4 at 1. White Hart Inn, 
Conrs, EDwakp, Od Suffolk, Shopkeeper. Feb 22at3. Suffolk Hote’, 
owestoft 


Corme FREDERIOX. yHaticioh, Suffolk, Pork Butcher. Feb 22 at.2.30. Off Rec, 





pansion! rites acs, St Stepney causeway, Licensed Victualler. Feb24atii, — 
33, Carey 


Lincoln’s inn 

DEATH, Seen Marylebone rd, Refreshment House Keeper. Feb 2% at 2.50. 
33, Carey st, Lincoln’s inn 

wanes, Henry, Chobham, Surrey, Innkeeper. Feb 22 at 2. Albion Hotel, 


Forpgn, THomas JON, Gorleston, Suffolk, Furniture Dealer. Feb 26 at 1. Of 
Fray, te corbred Hollingbourne, Kent, Miller. Feb 22 at 8. Off Ree, 
Week Maidstone 


st, 
GaRLick, THO and JoHN EpwakD PU6KERING, Tubbs rd, Willesden Juno- 
tion. Builders . Feb 23 at il. Bankruptcy bldngs, Portugal st, Lincoln’s 


inn fields 
GaARVEY, ANN, Nottingham, General Dealer. Feb 24 at 11. Off Rec, 1, High 


vement, Noi 
Grune, Joux, Birmingham, mga hat hte ale 11. Off Rec, Birmingham 


JouN, and EMANUEL 8. , Old Broad st, Merchants, 
Hi aren cE Oxtont Os krunicy bles Hor Feb aga at 11.30. Off pine § St Aldates, 
me fy as chbrs, Cnion ot Union 

eter oy ly pbra, Union st, Oldham , Staffordshire, Grocer. Feb 24 at 10.30, 


Kine, Frank twee Norwich, Licensei Victualler. Feb 26 at 12.3). Off Rec, 
8, Hing Norwich 
ae HeEnky, , Bootmaker. Feb 24 at 2. 


JOHN HENRY, ‘bo lesey, Corn Merchant. Feb 28 at 12. Queen's 
nw eeey l, Anglesey 





Joy, Wui11aM 


at4. Off Rec, 1, a 
+, CHARLES, Ore Crawford st. Maryle' Hall Check Taker. Feb 24 af ~ 
Bankruptcy bidgs, nr pocgronh eat sinn fields a 
LovEkivor, JouN, Cirencester, Um Maker. Feb 25 at 11.30. Off Reo, ~ 
MARTIN, ARTHUR, Little » Bestingsy Raiaihy Conpeotes, Feb 22 at 2: Off Ree, © 
2, Westgate st, I 2 
Marais, W. aed ae » Dembectaschtie, Farmer. Feb 23 at 2.30. Temper- 
ance Hall, Pew Pem' — 3 
me SAMUEL ABRAHAM, Fishmonger. Feb 28 at 3. 166, Queen st, 


MunzEn, ANDREW, Clee, Lincolnshire, Boot Maker. Fob 2 at 12.90. Off Reo | 

. Feb 2% at 12. Off Rec, 1, High 3 
Clerk. Feb 23 at 12. Bankruptcy ~ 
Yorks, FlintGrinder. Feb 23 at 11.90, Off Ree, Fig- | 
Prrrock, JONATHAR, Gapel St Mary, Suffolk Shopkeoper. Feb a8 at 8. Off Reo, 7 
Suffolk Hotel, — 


Newser Haast. 

Onn Petgment, Netingam 
bidgs, Portu 3, Lincoln’s inn 

PARKER, J. 


, Boat Owner, Feb 22 at 2.20. 
Lowestoft 


Lancashire, Musical Instrument Dealer. Feb 93 at 3, _ 


Off Rec, 11, Quay st, Car~ 


Kuehages ees, Kennington, Blacksmith. Feb 2 © 
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, Com- 

High 
Feb 12. 
jJan 20. 








m, and 
4. Ord 
t. Pet 
t. Pot 
Pet Jan 
‘ees and 


Feb 10 
Manu- 


5. Ord 


d Feb 10 
Scar- 


‘eb 10 
2. Ord 


ton sq 

, Albert 
' Ree, 8, 
yaeen tt, 
ieorge’s 
11. Off 
Rec, 35, 
‘eb 25 at 
ia‘ il 
medict’s 
ikruptcy 
nbledon, 
art Inn, 
ik Hote’, 
Off Rec, 
) 24 at il, 
4 at 2.50, 
n Hotel, 
t1. Of 
Off Rec, 


en Junc- 
uincoln’s 


1, High 
m 
erchauts, 
"Aldate 8, 
sb 23 at 3, 
| at 10.30, 

Off Rec, 
y et, Car- 
. Queen's 

Feb 2 
Feb 24 at 

Off Ree, 

Off Ree, 

Temper- 
Queen st, 

Off Ree 
, 1,. High 
ankruptcy 
Ree, Fig- 

Off Ree, 
sl Hotel, 


Feb. 10, 1887. 








Pusee, Baceege je, Svartastilen, Montgomery, Farmer. Feb 24 at 12.30. Dragon 
BsscuELous, 5 Jone, 8t ser Huntingdon, out of business. Feb 22 at 12. 109, | 
_ RICHARDSON, JAMES WILLIAM, Sellinge, Kent, Farmer. Feb 22 at3. Off Reo, 1, 

Bank st, Ashford 
Snares, Gponae, Darlington, Joiner. Feb 25 at 11.45. Off Reo, 8, Albert rd, 


ae ie a g' nt, Mon, Contractor. Feb 2 at 12. Off Ree, 12, Tredegar 

ewpo' 

_. a, ‘Chigwell, Essex, Warehouseman. Feb 25 at 12, Bankruptcy 

‘ co! 

TOMLINSON, FREDERICK, and CHARLES REexve, Old Basford, Nottingham, Joiners. 
Feb 28 at 12. of Ree, 1, High pavement, Notti: ey yg! 

ee Oar. eArere, Aane on, Essex, Farmer. Feb 28 at 12. Off Rec, 5, Petty 

Tuck, JonN, Stockton on Tees, Fruiterer. Feb 25 at 11.80. Off Reo, 8, Albert rd, 
Oe dete ough 

WARD, JEFFERSON MINITHORPE, Soarberenat, Fishing Vessel Owner. Feb 24 at 
11,30. Off Ree, 74, Newborough st, Sear 

Wait. pees, ABeeus JouN, Bath, Tailor. Feb 25 at 12.90, Off Reo, Bank chbrs, 


eee ae Be st, Commercial rd East, Grocer. Feb 28 at 11. 33, 
ZOuLxt ne Southport, Stationer. Feb 24 at 3. Off Ree, 85, Victoria st, Liver- 


The siiaan ees Motiee is sheet a that published in the 
don Gazette, Fi 
ErterT, WILLIAM ou ae "Eval, Cornwall, , Feb 19 at 2, Off Reo, 
Boscawen st, Truro 


ADJUDICATIONS. 
Axsport, Tom, Birkenhead, Greengrocer. Birkenhead. Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 11 


Asxry, coun FREDERICK Pass, Sheffield, Grocer. Sheffield. Pet Dec 15. Ori 

eb 11 

BALCHIN, JBMES ARTHUR, Furshem, Surrey, Grocer. Guildford and Godalming. 
Pet Feb 5. Ord Feb 

~<a JAMES, Southsea, Hardwareman. Portsmouth. PetFebs8. Ord 


e 

BaRTon, ALFRED, Carlyle err, Dosentnts rd, West Dalwich, Builder. High 
Court. Pet Jan 19. Ord Fe 

cm Spurr, Marchmons st, gE Grocer. High Court. Pet Feb 

Ord Feb 1 
—-~) ti. aaees Foster La Trose, Torquay, Gent. Exeter. Pet Nov 2, 
Fe 

ne Cueenane cpecthem, Manchester, Ironmorger. Manchester. Pet 
an 'e 

ame ae AR, Alexandra rd, Kilburn, Tailor. High Court. Pet Dec 17. Ord 

eb 1 


JESSE, Maesteg, Glamorgan,Grocer. Cardiff. Pet Feb 12. Ord Feb 12 


ome 2 hi a" ean. Hathern, Leicestershire, Gent. Leicester. Pet 

an 15, ‘eb 1 

Ooox, Si tis Pulloxhill, Beds, Baker. Bedford. Pet Feb10, Ord Feb 11 

Cuntis, Epwarp, Kessin fond Suffolk, General Shop Keeper. Gt Yarmouth. 

Pet Fob 10.’ Ord Fe ; a 

Dew, ca, © Weston : al Mare, out of business. Bridgwater. Pet Feb 
‘eb 

Bourne, Asenoe 3 JOanrx, Welford, Gloucester, Gardener. Warwick. Pet Feb 
eb 11 


4 THomas JOHN. Gotieston, Suffolk, Furniture Dealer. Great Yarmouth, | 


Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 


ForsTER, GEORGE Seeman, Comotem ter, Islington, Surgeon Dentist. High 


Court. Pet Feb10. Ord Feb 1 
wosery R, Anes, Hesham, Northtunberland, Builder. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet 
an 24, ry 
Feamptoy, Franors Wittr1aM, Radi rags Dorsetshire, Lodging House Kee 
Dorchester. Pet Feb 4. Ord Feb 1 ~*~ 


pwene, G GEORGE, Lambeth walk, Butcher. High Court. Pet Jan 21. Ord | 
Gonsat, Gi Guenem; Macclesfield, Stationer. Macclesfield. Pet Jan 99. ont 


Hanvey, Onan, Upwey, Dorsetshire, Grocer. Dorchester. Pet Feb 4. Ord 


Hawkins, JosePH FurGcERson, and ALBERT Henry Hawkins, Mangute, Cope | 
mission Agents, Contaieors. Pet Feb 9. Ord Feb 10 
HucHes, WALTER Henzy, and Henry James Gwiiiimm, Newport, Mon, Out. | 
fitters. Newport, Mon. PetJan2i. Ord Feb 12 
Hunt, Epwix BARNES, Sewbenry st, 
Pet Feb9. Ord Feb 
JENKINS, WILLIAM, Port Talbot, Glam, B 
KING, FRanx Boeeis, Norwich, Licensed 
rd Feb 12 
Lz Duc, Hewry, Exeter, Publisher. Exeter. Pet Feb2. Ord Feb 12 
LEw 18, Exijan James, Sneyd pk, Gloucestershire, Livery Stables Proprietor. 
Bristol. Pet Jan 26. Ord Feb 12 
pore, JouN, Cirencester, Umbrella Maker. Swindon. Pet Feb 10. Ord 


joe Be Broadway, Hammersmith, Chemist, High Court, Pet | 

ec 28, Ord 

a Wain, Halifax, Stone Merchant. Halifax. Pet Jan 12. Ord | 
e' 


. Neath. Pet Jan 27, Ord Feb 10 | 





ty tows, Groce: Bids cual} 


ictualler. Norwich. Pet Feb 9. | 
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“Pangry Bes Jape Daw ws Kem re, Bale High Court, 


RreneEs, JoHN ‘Tuomas, Onester, Florist, Cherter, Pet Jan 81, Ord Feb 10 
hati Rete Sealer: Stockton on Tees and 
a Scarborough. Pet Feb 7. Ord 
sunogy, Ronxer —% “PE Same: Clerk in Holy Orders. Leicester. 
Sranrox, Marrinew, South Shields, Tronfounder. Newoastle on Tyne. Pet Jan 
Stead, Jasuz, North Shields, Boot Dealer. Newcastle on Tyne. Pet Deo 2. 
TuomNrox, EDwix, Wakefield, Engineer. Wakefield, Pet Feb 10. Ord Feb 10 
Ter, CuaRtes, Ashdon, Essex, Farmer. Cambridge. Pet Feb 1. Ord 


ee. | Fishing Vessel Owner. Scar- 


: il. 1 
Se ee Court. PetJan 22, Ord Feb 9 


Neath. Pet 
Pace Feaeeey, Neath, Glamorgan, [Beerhouse Keeper. 


Wort Onae ate flan are 





SALES OF ENSUING WEEK. 


Feb 21.—Mr. pose oe. Jas. a at the Bournemouth, at 2 
p.m., Leasebold Estates aoe obvantinamnanh, 


12, p. 4). 
Feb 22.—Mesars. F. Reeser Satara 
tp my Proshold Property D. 4). 


Feb 22.—Mr. 12am Kongur, tho Maou Hal tt p.m, Loussold Prop- 
cy (oe avert women ef ian the Mart, at Lease- 
_ D. sou, & AKLEY, at 2 p.m, 

By en advertisement, this week, p. 1). 


Feb 1 to. ee ee ee ORs 


——— 











BIRTHS, MARRIAGES, AND DEATHS. 


BIRTHS. 
Leacn.—Jan 5, at The The Fall, Hongheng, the wile of Antsow Joke Leu, 


barrister-at-law, of a 
Prarson.—Feb 4, at 1, “Chatsworth-terrace, Barrow-in-Furness, the wife of H. 
Anson Feb 6 3 solicitor, of a daughter. 


DEATHS. 
WALTHEW.—Feb 3, at Lower Richmond-road, Putney, Richard Walthew, solici- 


Woonktr,- Feb 11, at 48, Penge-road, South Norwood, William Woodall, solicl- 








The Subscription to the Sourcrtons’ Jovawat t#—Town, 264, 6. ; 
Country, 288. 6d. ; with the Wanxix Reroursn, 53s, Payment in ad- 
vancs includes Double Numbers and Postage. Subscribers can have 
their Volumes bound at the office—cloth, 28. 6d., half law cal/, 5s. 6d 





CONTENTS. 
ToPrics eee ee ee ee er ener 263 iw eeeeeeee 272 
Epa CREDO AO, w an ee 
ones “Ruswue WITH THE sett eeeesoweres- eee 4 
Be. appengt hice: tei 








| All letters intended for publication in the “ Solicitors’ Journal” must be 
authenticated by the name of the writer. 














SCHWEITZER'S COCOATINA EDE AND SON, UNTEARABLE LETTER 
Guaranteed Pure Boluble Cocos of ihe Fines Quality - BORE Pe oh + MAKERS, 3 

The Yaouly'y on Long AB Taos aeiiliena, pep COPYING BOOKS. 
ss aigenth o re ~~ Luncheon, 0 oF BY SPECIAL APPOINTMENT, Whe ot 

being wisn spate ier masta ime | she Suda! Bench, Gorpornion of Lond (HOWARD'S PATENT. 
fines the, ceasagih of occas SuLcEDunD 70) WUASEOED 1,000 Leaf Book 5s. 6d.;_ 

b starch, &c., and IN BEALITY OmEAPER than such | OBES FOR QUEEN’S GOUNSBL AND BARRISTERS, 500 Leaf Book, Ss. 6a. 

Made amines aslywitn «ing water, a Yeuspoonta SOLICITORS’ GOWNS. English made 
Cocoatima 4 La Varnes ais tee most delicate, digestible, Law Wipe Sot Regigeene, Tows Gistta, THE BEST LETTER COPYING BOOK OUT. 


cheapest Manilla Chocolaie, and may be taken w! 


richer chocolate is prohibited, 
fn tins at 1s, 64., 8s., 5s. 60., &0., by Chemists and 
rocers, 
Charities on Special Terms by the Sole Proprietor, 
H. Scuwarrzzs & Co., 10, Adam-st., Strand, London, W.0 








WODDERSPOON & CO., 
—oM ee 
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TIMSON’S LIST of PROPERTIES for 
SALE for the present month contains 2,000 invest- 
ments and can be had free. Particulars inserted without 
ane It is the recognized medium for selling or pur- 
by private contract.—Mr. Strusow, 
oe, and Valuer, 3, New Kent-road, 8.5 E. 
‘AAR. B. A. REEVES. LAND AGENT and 
SURVEYOR, LONSDALE CHAMBERS, 27, 
CHANCERY repared to conduct Sales of 
Freehold and pret LB Properties by Auction on 
moderate terms. The Management of Property and 
Collection of Rents undertaken. 
ESIDENTIAL CHAMBERS to ‘be LET, 
in Lincoln’s-inn-fields; fitted with every con- 
venience, bath room (hot and cold water) ; key and 
use of square; splendid situation ; moderate rent.— 
era, Attendant on the premises. 8 and 4, Lin- 
oe ’s-inn- fields ; x4 at Collector’s Office in the Hall 
Chancery-' 


wits to be LET.— Some splendid 

in a fine building close to the Law 

Courts, 3 Patent Office, and the Uhancery-lane 

Safe lighted by electric light, and with 

every cimibaes: moderate rent; well euited for a 

solicitor, law stationer, or patent agent.—Apply at 

the or’s Office in the Hall of 63 and 64, Chan- 
cery- lane. 


AW STATIONERS. PRINTERS, and 

4 Others.—Convenient Premises to be Let in 

Chancery-lane, in a fine building close 2 the Law 
Courts and the Chancery- lane Safe Deposit ; lighted 
t ry clectrie  Hent, | ond fitted with every ae. 

Apply at once at the Collector’s 

Office nt the E Hall of 63 and 64, Chancery-lane. 














see FLOOR.—Fine large Premises 
to Let in Lincoln’s-inn-fields; weil suited to 
w Stationers. and others 
Senan we ie eer the Law Courts; splendid situa- 
moderate rent.—Apply to Attendant, 8 and 4, 
Eivobin's tam helte® or at the Capester's ‘Office, in 
the Hall of 63 and 64, Chancery-1an 


ROUND-RENTS, Freehold or Leasehold, 
required to Purchase by Trustees; a high 
will be paid for suitable propuetion; ah te 
of £17. wt .—ROBERTS & BARNARD, 58 and 54, Chancery- 


(ITY.—Long Lencobold Investment for 
, ; per annum net; 
"premises let on 

; would suit 

e's: ROBERTS & BARNARD, 58 and 54, 











th 

full 
Trustees.—. 
Chancery-lane, 


a ~~ apuestmnens, nearly equal to Freehold, pro- 


oe N It £111 10s. per annum. 
M= ALTER K NIGHT is instructed to 
A 





by AUCTION, at the MASONS’ 
Meaons’ avenue, by Coleman-atteet. E.C., on 
fee 3 f Ra LI Y 22nd, 1887, at ONE o' ’clock, 


Hemel arising out of the East 
Toren pote ate ite at the corner of Lordship-lane, 
ich. Held on lease for ninety- 
four years at the’ ground-rent of £8 10s., and let for 
70 Se. 

eames of ¢ id by Jeave of the ton Gr eo salle 
e Auctioneer, 104, Great Russell- 

street, Bloomsbury. 


SALES BY AUCTION FOR THE YEAR 1887. 


BERS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 
ER, & BRIDGEWATER beg to announce 
that their SALES of LANDED ESTATES,  ravemuean, 
, and Country Houses, Business Premises, 
Land, Ground-rents, Advowsons, Reversions, 
and — Properties, _ ——, at the 

enhouse-yard, near the of En; 

the Chie of London, as follows :— as 
Tues., May 10 
Tues., May 17 
Tues., May 24 
Tues., June 7 
Tues., June 14 





UU 
Sm 


i 








Auctions can also be held on other days. In order to 
publicity, due notice should be given. 
ween such notice and the proposed auc- 
tion must ag oe ge depend upon the nature of the 
ee gory Pay be sold. A printed scale of terms can be 

at 80, Cheapside, or will be forwarded. Telephone 
No. 1,508, 


ESSRS. DEBENHAM, TEWSON, 


FARMER, & BRIDGEWATER’S LIST of 
ATES ond HOUSES to be SOLD or LET, includi 
Estates, Town and Rensinn 


Residences, Hunting 
Rent 


i 





LL.B. AND LAW EXAMS. 
A LONDON LL.B. (1st in Honours) Bs 
of “y? all sary Mnome. alenien SS LL.I 
pat ne 3 of these ee ae ee Classes — 
HTT London University Hixpase. address Prof. 
54, Nelson-square, London. 8.E. 


WV R. LEONARD H. WEST, LL.B., 

Solicitor, Pg Division and Honours in 
Common Law and Equity, 1887; First Division and 
Honours in Jurisprudence and Roman Law, 1886, 
lin, & of London ; Sir H edal 





for 
ond Final, Bar, LL.B., and other Law 
Terms moderate. —Anply, Brough, East Yorkshi 


‘R. UTTLEY, Solicitor, successfully 

PREPARES CANDIDATES. either Privately 

or by Correspondence. for SOLICITORS’ and BAR 

PRELIMINARY, INTER pe and FINAL. 

and LL.B. Examinations. Pupils have obtained 

Honours. Terms from £1 1s. per month.—Address, 
17, Brazennose-street, Al uare, Manchester. 


RELIMINARY LAW BXAMINATION. 
—Special Preparation under a duate in 
Honours of long qupanienee. For the Ky years 
not one failure.—For ctus adi H. SEp- 
GEANT, 8, igh-street, Camden Town, not far from 
Gower- street, King’s-cross, and Euston Stations. 


AW. — Solicitor requires Partnership ; 

admitted 1981; at present and for five years last 

past in one of the largest City offices ; has connection 

and command of capital; preliminary clerkship not 
objected to.—X., at the Office of this Paper. 


AW.—Wanted, Copying Olerk, must write 
1 d ‘itiously.—A , , by letter, 
neatly and expeditio' Apply boil 

















fPOTTENHAM LOCAL BOARD 
HEALTH. 
APPOINTMENT OF SOLICITOR. 


The Board is prepared to to receive d consider 
plications for the post of “Solicitor ag tne Board.” 
Particulars of the duties will be sent to ap; 
a a on a written 
ces, Coombes 


lications endorsed “Solicitor” must ns re 
ociven at the Board's Ofies at oF before neon ‘i 
February, 1887 


plicants © 
lication to me at the 
bes Croft House, 


EDWARD C CROWNE, 
Clerk to the 
Tottenham, 3rd February, 1887. 
ROVIDENT Lies OFFIOE: 
1806), 


FounDFD 
REG NT STREET. W., and 14, CORN- 
» BOLL, E.0. L "LONDON. - 








eee, EAE OO 
Annual Income o « £3102 
eee endire paid ezine oo . £8,004 : 
Bonuses declared ... oot 
REVISED CoxDITioNs oF CB. — Foreign 
Residence and aoe — AS Polisies clos already a 
to be issued a been Five Years 





HatF-CrReEpDit oy i "Capital 
Gesirin reife Folie a li 7 atthe ch of els Sap a 
des le Po a ea 
are invited to the terms of t uo Halt-Oh One ad 
System of this examine 


vs 


Prospectuses and further information to be ob- 
tained at the Head Office, or of any of the Agents. ~% 


STEVENS, 
Actuary an: oman 





A. B., care of Housekeeper, 4, ‘ok 
Ba nk. 

A LONDON SOLICITOR of position and 
means is willing to negotiate for the 
of a Town Practice of a deceased solicitor or one 
desirous of retiring. Principals only dealt with, and 
ony peemewes given will be received in confidence. 
dress, Soxicrror, care of Mr. ©. F. Scripps, 

Advertising Agent, 13, South Molton-street, Ww. 


EW ZEALAND BARRISTERS - and 
SOLICITORS Mode of becoming Such. 
New Zealand Law Practiti Acts and R 
Lm Sent post-free for 5s.—N. Z., care of 
r & patty, & Advertising Oontractors, 14, Wal- 
brook. London, 








DUCATION.—To Solicitors and other 
Professional Men and Gentlemen of Limited In- 
come.—A few boys, sons of the above, are ad 
into a well-known School of bigh tone on greatly 
reduced fees.— For, full gaa oo in strict 
confidence, “‘Muv,.” care of M .» 6, 
Charterhouse- buildings, Sidcreaante, City, =. CG. 


T)2T£CTlVE OFFICES (SLATER'S).— 
The only acknowledged Establishment in the 
City of London. Apply, write, hey or telephone. 
Terms moderate. Geaval tations Telephone 
No. fe ity. Henry SLATER, — Ss 7, Basinghall- 
street, 








NSTITUTION s BOYS: ot the UPPER 

CLASSES only in Misfortune or Distress.— 

Two Guineas on on and Five Guineas per 
= for or maintenance, and clothin 

Konig to St. Michael’s, Woodside, e, 

on, fain French, Mathematics. 


NTEMPERANCE.—Ladies suffering from 
Drugs son panvihed be piivenerel eat ous aoe: 
rugs are pro ‘or and ev com- 
fort. First ent for ladies; Second - 
ment for the of tradesmen.—Apply to the 
SECRETARY, St. Raphael’s, Woodside, Croydon. 
’ SOLICITORS and Others. — Lofty 
and Well-lighted Offices and Chambers to be 
Let at Lonsdale Chambers, No. yX, Chancery-lane 
ropposite the anay Law Courts). Also large, well- 
ed Rooms for M &o.— 
Apply to Mesers. LAUNDY & Co.. Chartered Ascount- 


oul, on the premises. 
CAVENDISH COLLEGE, “Cambridge. 
PRESIDENT : 

HIS GRACE THE DUKE OF DEVONSHIRE, E.G. 
The Object of this College is to enable Students at 

the earliest practicable and at “9 moderate cost, 

» Soe the University in Arts, Law, or 
Students are admitted at 16, and a Degree may be 


taken at 19. 
The College fon, nah Board age 
"B.A. Degree, 


rip ha 4s 




















Oo tndish College, Onmbeldac: 





HE MORTGAGE IP INSUBANOE OOF 
AMOUNT Ge AFIT Gai PAL, Bt SU ESCRt BED, como) 


orporatii 
Winchester House, bg & Broad-st oat-eivenh, E.C. 
PLEYDELL 





of Memmme Ds nd 
against loss of principal and i 


advantage 
onsible for lo 
with th ‘Corporation 
insurin; e 
also ‘be aes obtain Advances at the lo 
ble rate terest. 
Perna Corporation also grants Policies to 
holders 


the return of the Amount in > 
at the expiration of their leases or at any & 
ri 


For iculars and conditions of Insurance 
to the . xy order, ; 
JAS. C. PRINSEP, Secretary. 5 
January 6, 1887. : 


ae NEW ZEALAND LAND MORTs 
GAGE OOMPANY, Limited 
£200, 


subscribed. 
erve Fund, £12,000, 
The Company’s loans are limited to first-class f 
hold mortgages. 





The Debenture issue is limited 4 c 





— AT HOME ANO a 
Railway Accidents, Employer's Liability, 


INSURED AGAINST BY if 
THE RAILWAY PASSENGERS’ ASSURANCE COMP) 
64, CORNHILL, LONUON, 


Income =... £246,000. 
COMPENSATION PAID ror 118,000 ACOLDEN 
£2,350,000. 
MopERaTzE PREMIUMS — FavoURABLE CONDITIO 
Prompt and Liberal Settlement of Claims. ~~ 
CuarnMaN—HARVIE M. FARQUHAR, Eso. © 


, West-End Office:—8, Grand Hotel Buildings, W.C. 
ag ny | 
Sheen centr 8. she. Winer 


Head Office: —64, CORNHILL, LONDON, E.0. — 
WILLIAM J. VIAN, Secretary. 





955 
319.215 
100,000 
29,514 
reign 
issued 
ars in 
in any 
ne awe 
l from 


sehold 


apply 


ary 


RTs 


entures 
irs, ai 
rest half 


irector, : 
o,£ 0. 


Esa. 
W.C. 53 





